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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  134 


LABOR-FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIATION  ACT,  1952:  Includes  funds  for 
the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security,  which  has  as  one  funct:'  on  the 
program  for  farm  placement  of  migratory,  foreign,  and  other  farm 
workers;  for  the  revision  of  the  consumers'  price  index:  by  BL3; 
funds  for  Food  and  Drug  Administration;  Office  of  Education,  including 
the  vocational  educational  program;  Public  Health  Service;  and  Social 
Security  Administrate  on.  The  act  contains  a  provision  restricting 
the  filling  of  personnel  vacancies  that  may  occur  during  the  fiscal 
year  and  providing  that  when  the  total  number  of  personnel  subject 
to  the  provision  has  been  reduced  to  90  percent  of  the  total  number 
provided  for  in  the  1952  budget  estimates,  the  restriction  shall 
cease  to  apply.  Provides  for  specific  reductions  in  various  appro¬ 
priations  contained  in  the  act.  Provides  that  agencies  included  in 
the  act  shall  periodically  submit  to  the  Appropriations  Committees 
and  GAO  a  daily  trip  record  showing  the  use  of  their  passenger 
cars  operated  in  D.  C.  Provides  for  personnel  employees  in  the 
ratio  of  1  to  every  115  employees,  with  certain  exceptions.  Also 
limits  the  use  of  funds  for  informational  and  publicity  work* 
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INDEX  AND  SUNNARY  OF  HISTORY  ON  H.  R.  3709 


February  8,  1951 

Hearings;  House,  H.R.  3709 

Department  of  Labor 

February  13,  1951 

Hearings;  Part  1,  House,  H.  R.  3709 

Federal  Security  (exclusive 
of  Public  Health  Services) 

February  14,  1951 

Hearings:  House,  on  H.  R.  3709 

February  21,  1951 

Hearings;  House,  on  H.  R.  3709  -  Part  2 
(Public  Health  Services) 

April  13,  1951 

Mr .  Fogarty,  from  House  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations,  reported  H.  R.  3709.  Report  322. 
Print  of  bill  as  reported. 

April  17,  1951 

House  began  debate 

April  18,  1951 

House  concluded  debate  and  passed  H.  R.  3709 
with  amendments. 

April  19,  1951 

Referred  to  Senate  Committee  on  Appropriations. 
Print  of  bill  as  referred  to  Senate. 

June  6,  1951 

Senate  reported  H.  R.  3709  with  amendments. 
Senate  Report  386.  Print  of  bill  as  reported. 

June  7,  1951 

Senate  began  debate  on  H.  R.  3709 

June  8,  1951 

Continued  debate 

June  11,  1951 

Senate  continued  debate 

June  12,  1951 

Continued  debate 

June  13 ,  1951 

Senate  continued  debate 

June  14,  1951 

Senate  concluded  debate  and  passed  H.  R.  3709 
with  amendments.  Print  of  bill  with  amendments 
of  the  Senate  numbered. 

Senate  conferees  appointed. 

June  22,  1951 

House  conferees  appointed 

July  11,  1951 

House-  received  Conference  Report  694 

July  12,  1951 

House  rejected  Conference  report  694« 

August  16,  1951 

House  received  2nd  Conference  Report  887 

August  17,  1951 

House  agreed  to  Conference  Report  887. 
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August  20,  1951  Senate  agreed  to  Conference  Report  887. 

August  31,1951  Approved:  Public  Law  134 
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82d  Congress 
1st  Session 


HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


Eeport 
No.  322 


DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR,  FEDERAL  SECURITY  AGENCY, 
AND  RELATED  INDEPENDENT  OFFICES  APPROPRIA¬ 
TION  BILL,  1952 


April  13,  1951. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Fogarty,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  3709] 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations  submits  the  following  report  in 
•explanation  of  the  accompanying  bill  making  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Labor,  The  Federal  Security  Agency,  The  National 
Labor  Relations  Board,  The  National  Mediation  Board  including 
The  National  Railroad  Adjustment  Board,  The  Railroad  Retirement 
Board,  and  the  Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service. 

The  budget  estimates  forming  the  primary  bases  of  consideration 
by  the  Committee  will  be  found  in  the  budget  for  1952  on  the  following 


pages: 

Pages 

Department  of  Labor _  718  to  736,  inclusive 

Federal  Security  Agency _  182  to  238,  “ 

National  Labor  Relations  Board _  115  to  116,  “ 

National  Mediation  Board _  116  to  118,  “ 

Railroad  Retirement  Board _  120  to  122,  “ 

Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service -  101  to  102, 


The  Committee  also  considered  a  budget  amendment  contained  in 
House  Document  66  relating  to  the  Federal  Security  Agency. 

The  detailed  tabulation  at  the  end  of  this  report  reflects  each 
amount  included  in  the  bill  for  1952,  the  corresponding  budget  esti¬ 
mate,  and  the  amounts  available  for  the  fiscal  year  1951,  with 
appropriate  comparisons. 
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LABOR-FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIATIONS,  19  52 


Summary  of  Estimates  and  Appropriations 

For  all  agencies  and  items,  grand  total  appropriations  of  $2,642,279,- 
961  are  recommended,  a  reduction  of  $89,973,799  below  budget 
estimates  of  $2,732,253,760.  For  all  items,  including  appropriation 
of  railroad  retirement  taxes,  appropriations  in  the  bill  represent  a  net 
increase  of  $255,087,897  above  1951  appropriations  to  date  of 
$2,387,192,064.  As  explained  under  the  Railroad  Retirement  Board 
heading  later  herein,  the  increase  of  $174,995,076  shown  for  the  board 
distorts  the  over-all  picture  in  terms  of  charges  on  the  general  revenues 
and  in  the  summary  table  below  that  appropriation  has  been  omitted 
from  the  totals  for  purpose  of  more  realistic  comparisons. 

Therefore,  excluding  the  Railroad  Retirement  Board  item,  total 
appropriations  recommended  are  above  1951  appropriations  by 
$80,092,821  but  when  elimination  of  contract  authorizations  granted 
in  1951  is  figured  in,  there  is  a  net  reduction  below  1951  of  $22,657,179. 
In  terms  of  comparisons  with  current  funds  it  should  also  be  noted 
that  funds  for  emergency  school  aid  in  Federally  impacted  areas  are 
$55,500,000  above  1951.  That  program  appears  in  this  bill  for  the 
first  time. 

SUMMARY  OF  THE  BILL 


Department  or  agency 


APPROPRIATIONS 

Department  of  Labor _ _ 

Federal  Security  Agency . 

National  Labor  Relations  Board- 

National  Mediation  Board _ 

Railroad  Retirement  Board  1 _ 

Federal  Mediation  and  Concilia¬ 
tion  Service . . . 

Total  appropriations,  as 
above  (see  footnote) _ 

CONTRACT  AUTHORIZATIONS 

Federal  Security  Agency _ 

Total,  above  items  (see  foot¬ 
note) _ _ 


Appropro- 
tions,  1951, 
as  reduced 
by  Sec.  1214 

1 

Bill  compared  with — 

Budget  esti¬ 
mates,  1952 

Committee 
bill,  1952 

Appropria¬ 
tions,  1951, 
as  reduced 
by  Sec.  1214 

Budget  esti¬ 
mates,  1952 

$230,  906,  360 

1,  705,  220,  080 

8,  562,  500 

1,  498,  500 
(kS8,  00k,  9tSk) 

$231,  289,  000 

1,  874,  887,  260 

8,  582,  500 

1, 198,  000 
(.613,  000,  000) 

$223,  506,  500 

1,  793,  226,  461 

8,  300,  000 
1, 150,  000 
(613,  000,  000) 

— $7,  399,  860 
+88,  006.  381 
-262,  500 
-348,  500 
(+17+995,076) 

— $7,  782,  500 
-81,  660, 799 
-282,  500 
-48, 000 
(— . -) 

2,  999,  700 

3,  297,  000 

3, 097, 000 

+97, 300 

-200, 000 

1,  949, 187, 140 

2, 119,  253,  760 

2,029,  279,961 

+80, 092, 821 

-89, 973,  799 

102, 750, 000 

-102, 750, 000 

2,  051,  937, 140 

2, 119,  253, 760 

2,  029,  279, 961 

-22, 657, 179 

-89,  973, 799 

1  Not  included  in  totals  of  table.  Budget  and  committee  bill  for  1952  propose  to  place  this  item  on  an  in 
definite  appropriation  basis. 


It  is  next  to  impossible  to  show  substantially  greater  savings  in  this 
bill  because  of  the  large  amounts  over  which  the  committee  has  virtu-  i 
ally  no  control.  The  one  item  for  public  assistance  grants  is  61  percent 
of  the  total  shown  in  the  table  above;  basic  control  of  that  appropria¬ 
tion  is  in  the  formula  of  the  Social  Security  Act  requiring  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  match  State  expenditures.  The.  limitations  on  the  committee 
in  this  respect  are  further  pointed  up  when  it  is  noted  that  in  only  the 
four  items  for  public  assistance,  emergency  school  aid,  hospital  con¬ 
struction,  and  employment  security  grants,  $1,665,000,000,  or  82  per-  | 
cant  of  the  total,  is  included. 

Reference  to  the  tabulation  at  the  end  of  this  report  will  show  that 
the  committee  has  imposed  reductions  all  along  the  line,  reflecting  | 
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determination  to  effect  retrenchment  wherever  it  was  felt  that  could 
be  done.  In  some  instances  cuts  have  been  made  in  meritorious  pro¬ 
grams  and  activities  which  would  justify  a  higher  level  of  support  were 
it  not  for  the  lack  of  Treasury  dollars.  The  committee  was  impor¬ 
tuned  from  many  sides  to  increase  appropriations  above  the  budget 
but  in  no  case  did  the  committee  feel  warranted  in  acceding  to  those 
demands. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

For  all  items  the  budget  recommends  $231,289,000,  a  net  increase 
of  $382,640  above  comparable  1951  funds  aggregating  $230,906,360. 
The  bill  includes  $223,506,500,  a  reduction  of  $7,782,500  below  es¬ 
timates  and  $7,399,860  less  than  1951.  Of  the  bill  total  $195,560,- 
000,  or  about  88  percent,  is  embraced  by  two  items,  grants  to  states 
for  administration  of  the  employment  security  program,  $165,560,000, 
and  $30,000,000  for  Federal  employee  injury  compensation  payments. 
A  Federal  tax  of  three-tenths  of  one  percent  is  levied  on  payrolls  of 
covered  employers  to  finance  administration  of  the  employment 
security  system  and  that  tax  is  expected  to  exceed  the  appropriation 
in  1952  by  about  $97,000,000.  The  injury  compensation  fund  imple¬ 
ments  specific  provisions  of  law  obligating  the  Government  to  make 
payments  adjudicated  under  the  provisions  of  the  law.  The  remaining 
$27,946,500,  or  12  percent  of  the  total,  is  recommended  for  all  other 
activities.  As  shown  by  the  detailed  tabulation,  a  number  of  sub¬ 
stantial  cuts  have  been  made  reflecting  the  committee’s  determination 
to  reduce  expenses  in  every  instance  where  that  appeared  possible. 

The  following  summarizes  the  situation: 


Item 

Estimates 

Committee  bill 

Bill  compared  with — 

Amount 

Percent 

1951 

Estimates 

Grants  to  States  for  employment 
"'security  program _ 

$169,  560,  000 

31, 000, 000 
30,  729,  000 

$165,  560, 000 

30, 000, 000 
27, 946,  500 

74 

14 

12 

— $6,  579, 000 

+2, 000, 000 
-2, 820,  860 

— $4,  000,  000 

-1, 000,  ooo 

-2,  782,  500 

Employees'  injury  compensation 

All  other  items . 

Total  appropriations . . . 

231,  289,  000 

223,  506,  500 

100 

-7, 399,  860 

-7, 782,  500 

. 

1  OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 


Salaries  and  expenses.- — The  sum  of  $1,425,000,  a  reduction  of 
$50,000  below  the  estimate,  is  recommended  for  this  item  which  covers 
the  top  executive  staff  of  the  Department,  an  office  dealing  with 
international  labor  matters,  and  various  central  management  and 
|  housekeeping  services.  All  funds  requested  for  additional  positions 
have  been  deleted,  and  since  no  allowance  is  made  for  such  mandatory 
items  as  within-grade  salary  advancements,  some  retrenchment  below 
;  the  current  level  will  be  necessary. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SOLICITOR 

Salaries  and  expenses. — A  total  of  $1,650,000  is  recommended,  a 
reduction  of  $100,000  below  the  estimate  and  $71,160  below  1951 
t  funds.  The  budget  of  $1,750,000  provides  for  legal  services  for  the 
!  entire  Department  and  includes  slightly  over  $1,000,000  for  the  Fair 
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Labor  Standards  and  Public  Contracts  Acts  administered  by  the  Wage 
and  Hour  Division.  The  Committee  has  made  a  substantial  cut 
against  the  Wage-Hour  Division  budget,  and  since  the  workload  of 
the  legal  staff  goes  somewhat  hand  in  band  with  the  work  of  that 
Division,  a  companion  reduction  has  been  made  in  the  Solicitor’s 
budget. 

BUREAU  OF  LABOR  STANDARDS 

A  reduction  of  $78,000  below  the  estimate  and  currently  available 
funds  of  $766,000  has  been  made  by  the  committee,  allowing  $688,000. 

The  equivalent  of  10  full-time  personnel  is  assigned  to  international 
labor  matters  with  a  budget  of  $48,000.  The  Committee  is  not  con¬ 
vinced  that  this  much  is  needed,  particularly  in  view  of  the  sizeable 
staff  provided  in  the  Secretary’s  appropriation  exclusively  for  inter¬ 
national  labor  matters,  and  accordingly  has  reduced  the  Bureau’s 
allotment  by  $26,000.  Another  activity  is  the  work  of  registering  data 
filed  by  labor  unions  under  provisions  of  the  Labor-Management 
Relations  Act.  The  work  is  highly  routinized  and  with  procedures 
improved  through  experience  in  the  past  few  years  the  reduction  of 
$8,000  against  this  allotment  can  be  absorbed  without  impairing  the 
operation. 

The  remaining  $44,000  of  the  cut  has  been  imposed  against  activities 
in  the  field  of  development  and  promotion  of  sound  labor  legislation 
and  administration.  No  cut  has  been  made  in  the  safety,  youth 
employment,  or  physically  handicapped  activities.  The  Committee 
feels  that  the  Bureau  can  without  serious  effects  forego  some  of  its 
promotional  activities. 

BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY 

Salaries  and  expenses—  For  salaries  and  expenses  of  the  bureau 
including  the  Veterans  Employment  Service,  $4,635,500  is  recom¬ 
mended,  a  reduction  of  $839,500  below  the  estimate  of  $5,475,000. 
The  cut  applies  to  the  estimate  of  $1,583,000  for  the  Veterans  Em¬ 
ployment  Service,  allowing  $743,500  for  that  service.  No  reduction 
has  been  imposed  against  the  other  activities  of  the  Bureau  because  of 
its  work  in  conjunction  with  the  State  employment  services  in  the 
defense  manpower  program. 

The  Federal  Veterans  Employment  Service  is  charged  with  responsi¬ 
bility  for  functional  supervision  of  veterans  placement  work  in  the 
state  employment  services.  The  state  employment  services  are  re¬ 
quired  by  law  to  maintain  adequate  specialized  facilities  for  effective 
job  counseling  and  placement  of  veterans.  In  addition  to  this  super¬ 
visory  responsibility,  in  recent  years  when  unemployment  was  some¬ 
what  of  a  problem  and  veterans  were  looking  for  work  the  Federal 
Veterans  Employment  Service  conducted  active  job-finding  on  its  own 
with  funds  appropriated  for  employment  of  additional  staff  to  do 
this  under  supervision  of  the  Federal  veterans  employment  representa¬ 
tive  in  the  states.  The  budget  for  1952  projects  the  current  organi¬ 
zation  of  262  positions,  of  which  16  are  in  Washington  and  246  in  52 
States  and  territories.  In  some  of  the  larger  industrial  states  there 
are  several  assistant  veterans  representatives;  in  others,  there  is  only 
one  representative. 

Provision  for  this  supplementary  job-finding  was  justified  when 
there  were  more  veterans  seeking  work  than  there  were  jobs  avail- 
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able.  Today,  with  defense  production  gaining  momentum,  the  shoe 
is  on  the  other  foot.  Instead  of  a  labor  surplus  there  is  the  problem 
of  a  labor  shortage.  Under  these  circumstances,  and  with  veteran’s 
placement  facilities  maintained  as  a  part  of  the  state  employment 
services,  the  committee  believes  that  one  Federal  veteran’s  repre¬ 
sentative  and  a  clerk-stenographer  for  each  state  and  territory  would 
be  adequate.  Accordingly,  the  committee  has  reduced  the  budget 
estimate  for  this  service  from  $1,583,000  to  $743,500.  A  small 
reduction  has  also  been  made  against  the  headquarters  staff.  With 
only  one  representative  in  a  state,  proportionally  more  travel  will  be 
necessary  and  allowance  has  been  made  for  that  in  arriving  at  the 
amount  granted.  Allowance  has  also  been  made  for  temporary  or 
part-time  employment  as  may  be  necessary  under  the  set-up 
recommended. 

Grants  to  States  for  employment  security  program. — For  this  item  the 
committee  recommends  $165,560,000,  a  reduction  of  $4,000,000  below 
the  estimate.  All  of  that  reduction  is  against  the  $10,000,000  con¬ 
tingency  reserve  fund.  The  $6,000,000  allowed  compares  with 
$8,500,000  appropriated  as  a  contingency  fund  for  1951  of  which 
approximately  $6,308,000  has  been  utilized  thus  far,  much  of  it  to 
meet  state  salary  increases  not  contemplated  in  the  basic  appropria¬ 
tion.  The  committee  believes  that  $6,000,000  will  be  adequate  for 
1952. 

The  State  employment  services  are  an  integral  part  of  the  national 
defense  manpower  program. 

BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYEES’  COMPENSATION 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  committee  has  allowed  $100,000  of  the 
requested  $126,000  increase  over  1951  to  permit  the  Bureau  to  add 
some  staff  to  handle  an  increased  caseload  attendant  to  the  increase 
in  the  number  of  employees  covered  by  the  Acts  it  administers. 

Employees'  compensation  fund. — For  disability,  death  compensa¬ 
tion,  and  other  payments  under  the  Federal  employees’  injury  com¬ 
pensation  law  and  related  acts  $30,000,000  is  recommended,  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $1,000,000  below  the  estimate  of  $31,000,000  but  $2,000,000 
above  1951  funds  including  the  $3,000,000  contained  in  the  supplemen¬ 
tal  bill  recently  adopted  by  the  House.  Current  operations  are  run¬ 
ning  at  a  monthly  rate  of  $2,500,000.  In  view  of  the  facts  that  full 
impact  of  the  liberalizing  1949  amendments  on  the  fund  has  been 
reached  and  that  total  federal  civilian  employment  prospectively  will 
be  less  than  contemplated  by  the  budget  in  1952,  the  committee 
believes  that  $30,000,000  will  be  adequate  to  cover  all  liabilities 
accruing  against  the  fund. 

BUREAU  OF  LABOR  STATISTICS 

Salaries  and  expenses. — For  the  regular  activities  of  the  bureau,  the 
budget  estimate  is  $5,935,000,  an  increase  of  $249,300  above  the  cur¬ 
rent  appropriation.  Budget  increases  were  submitted  for  expanding 
coverage  of  wage  rate  data,  collection  of  additional  data  on  industrial 
injuries,  and  additional  geographic  coverage  in  the  collection  of 
foreign  labor  data.  The  committee  has  imposed  a  sizeable  cut  oi 
$692,000,  allowing  $5,243,000;  this  is  $442,700  less  than  the  current 
appropriation. 
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The  cut  is  directed  at  four  activities.  The  budget  breakdown 
includes  $655,500  for  collection  and  publication  of  data  on  housing  and 
public  construction.  The  committee  has  cut  this  by  $500,000.  This 
work  includes  publication  of  monthly  estimates  of  the  volume  and 
quarterly  information  on  the  characteristics  of  new  dwelling  units 
started,  surveys  of  selling  and  rental  prices  of  new  dwelling  units  in 
several  cities,  and  prices  of  building  materials  at  the  wholesale  level. 
It  is  a  foregone  conclusion  that  as  the  defense  program  progresses 
there  is  going  to  be  less  and  less  private  dwelling  construction  and 
non-defense  public  construction.  The  essential  needs  of  other  federal 
agencies  concerned  with  housing  data  in  one  way  or  another  can  be 
expected  to  be  confined  largely  to  special  studies  relating  to  specific 
problems  directly  or  indirectly  arising  out  of  the  defense  effort.  These 
needs  can  be  met  on  an  individual  project  or  problem  basis  without 
necessity  of  maintaining  a  huge  statistical  gathering  service  on  an 
overall  basis  at  a  time  when  we  can  least  afford  it.  Budgetwise,  such 
needs  can  to  a  large  degree  be  handled  on  a  reimbursable  basis  as  is 
now  done  for  other  special  studies. 

The  budget  allotment  of  $320,500  for  collection  of  assorted  statistics 
on  industrial  relations,  collective-bargaining  agreements,  work  stop¬ 
pages,  etc.,  has  been  reduced  by  $120,000.  In  the  committee’s  opin¬ 
ion  some  of  them  do  not  meet  the  acid  test  of  essentiality  at  the 
present  time  and  the  $200,500  allowed  should  be  adequate. 

The  budget  suggests  an  increase  of  $37,400  to  expand  coverage  of 
collection  of  statistics  on  industrial  injuries.  The  current  allotment 
for  that  work  is  $132,700  and  it  can  get  along  with  that  amount  in 
1952.  Officials  concerned  with  accident  prevention  in  industrial 
establishments  know  that  the  highest  accident  rates  obtain  in  medium- 
and  small-sized  establishments.  Furthermore,  the  existing  statistical 
reporting  program  has  shown  that  the  accident  rate  is  rising.  The 
committee  does  not  understand  that  it  is  essential  to  further  augment 
these  statistics;  enough  is  already  known  or  being  obtained  to  afford 
basis  for  intensified  safety  programs. 

The  committee  has  not  allowed  the  increase  of  $35,700  sought  for 
collection  of  data  on  foreign  labor  conditions.  The  proposal  is  some¬ 
what  nebulous  and  hazy  in  regard  to  exactly  how  it  will  contribute 
effectively  to  our  sum  total  of  knowledge  in  combatting  communistic 
influences  in  labor  forces. 

Revision  oj  Consumers’  Price  Index.- — The  committee  has  included 
$1,000,000  as  the  third  and  final  installment  for  the  cost  of  the  com¬ 
prehensive  revision  of  the  consumers’  price  index.  This  is  a  reduction 
of  $250,000  below  the  estimate.  The  committee  believes  that  the 
Bureau  can  wind  this  project  up  by  the  end  of  fiscal  1952  with  the 
$1,000,000  recommended  by  making  still  further  economies.  During 
the  past  2  years  a  total  of  $2,972,000  has  been  expended  or  allotted 
for  this  project;  with  the  $1,000,000  here  recommended,  the  total  cost 
of  $3,972,000  will  be  considerably  under  the  original  estimate  of 
$4,326,000  advanced  to  the  committee  when  the  proposition  was  first 
presented. 

WAGE  AND  HOUR  DIVISION 

The  budget  estimate  is  $8,740,000  for  this  agency  to  administer 
the  Federal  wage-hour  law  and  the  Walsh-Healey  Public  Contracts 
Act.  The  committee  has  allowed  $8,000,000,  a  reduction  of  $740,000, 
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and  a  net  decrease  of  $344,900  below  the  current  appropriation  of 
1  $g  344  900. 

The’ 1949  amendments  to  the  wage-hour  law  will  have  been  in  effect 
for  approximately  two  years.  This  should  result  in  some  lessening  of 
the  work  involved  in  making  interpretations  and  wage  determinations 
under  the  amendments  and  some  of  the  reduction  is  directed  to  that 
activity.  The  principal  effect  of  the  committee  cut  will  be  to  hold  the 
number  of  inspections  to  a  level  somewhat  below  the  50,000  annual 
volume  contemplated.  A  substantial  increase  in  appropriation  was 
given  this  agency  last  year  to  expand  its  activities  and  it  is  indicated 
that  approximately  40,000  inspections  will  be  made  during  the  cur¬ 
rent  year,  a  considerable  increase  over  the  level  obtaining  prior  to  the 
amendments.  It  is  believed  that  during  a  period  of  full  industrial 
activity  with  attendant  high  employment  level  such  as  will  obtain  in 
the  period  ahead  the  volume  of  inspections  can  be  held  to  a  lower  level 
than  projected  and  still  obtain  reasonably  adequate  enforcement  of 

the  law.  FEDERAL  SECURITY  AGENCY 

For  all  items  the  committee  recommends  appropriations  aggregat¬ 
ing  $1  793,226,461,  a  reduction  of  $81,660,799  below  budget  estimates 
of  $1,874,887,260.  This  is  a  net  increase  of  $88,006,381  above  appro¬ 
priated  funds  for  1951  but  when  the  elimination  of  all  contract  author¬ 
izations  provided  for  1951,  amounting  to  $102,750,000,  is  taken  into 
account,  the  bill  shows  a  net  decrease  of  $14,743,619.  _ 

In  respect  to  the  net  increase  of  $88,006,381  in  appropriated  funds 
it  should  be  pointed  out  that  this  includes  $55,500,000  for  the  emer¬ 
gency  school  aid  program  in  Federally  impacted  areas  which  appears 
in  this  bill  for  the  first  time.  The  hospital  construction  program  under 
the  Hill-Burton  Act  shows  an  increase  of  $65,000,000  because  of 
conversion  from  contract  authorizations  to  a  straight  cash  basis. 

The  following  condensed  table  identifies  the  programs  winch, 
dollar-wise,  make  up  the  bulk  of  the  total  recommended.  It  will  be 
noted,  for  example,  that  86  percent  of  the  total  is  accounted  for  by 
public  assistance  grants,  emergency  school  aid,  and  the  hospital  con- 
struction  program.  Other  items  such  as  operation  of  marine  hospitals, 
vocational  education  and  vocational  rehabilitation  grants,  child 
welfare  and  health  grants,  and  the  various  public  health  programs  are 
embraced  within  the  total.  Reductions  have  been  made  m  every 
instance  where  the  committee  felt  that  could  be  done  without  seuously 
affecting  essential  programs  and  activities.  The  table  points  up  the 
limitations  on  the  committee  in  showing  larger  dollar  cuts. 


Item 

Estimates 

Committee  bill 

Bill  compared  with — 

Amount 

Percent 

1951 

Estimates 

Public  assistance  grants. . — - - 

School  construction  and  mainte¬ 
nance  in  federally-impacted  areas. . 
Hill-Burton  hospital  program - 

$1, 300, 000, 000 

103, 000, 000 
195, 000, 000 

$1,  250, 000, 000 

103, 000, 000 
175,  000, 000 

70 

6 

10 

— $30, 000, 000 

+55,  500, 000 
+65, 000, 000 

— $50, 000, 000 

-20, 000,  000 

Subtotal,  above  items . - 

All  other  items - 

1, 598, 000, 000 
276, 887,  260 

1,  528, 000, 000 
265,  226,  461 

86 

14 

+90,  500, 000 
-2, 493,  619 

-70, 000, 000 
-11, 660,  799 

Total,  appropriations - 

1, 874, 887,  260 

1,  793,  226, 461 

100 

+88, 006, 381 

-81, 660, 799 

Contract  authorizations  (elimina- 

-102,750,000 

1, 874, 887, 260 

1,  793, 226, 461 

-14, 743, 619 

-81, 660,  799 
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GRANTS  FOR  SCHOOL  AID  IN  FEDERALLY-IMPACTED  AREAS 

This  bill  includes  for  the  first  time  two  new  items  of  appropriation 
to  implement  the  provisions  of  Public  Laws  815  and  874  of  the  81st 
Congress,  approved  September  1950.  These  laws  set  forth  the  policy 
of  the  Congress  in  dealing  with  the  problem  of  school  construction  and 
maintenance  in  areas  overburdened  by  Federal  activities.  In  sum¬ 
mary,  a  total  of  $72,500,000  was  made  available  in  fiscal  year  |1951 
in  the  supplemental  appropriation  act.  The  budget  for  1952  includes 
a  total  of  $103,000,000,  of  which  $25,000,000  is  to  liquidate  contractual 
obligations  incurred  under  authority  granted  for  construction  pur¬ 
poses  in  1951.  The  committee  has  approved  the  full  amount  of  the 
budget  estimates  for  both  laws.  Each  of  the  two  laws  and  the 
budgetary  provisions  for  them  are  discussed  in  the  following  para¬ 
graphs. 

Maintenance  and  operation  grants. — The  sum  of  $23,000,000  was 
appropriated  for  this  purpose  under  Public  Law  874  for  fiscal  year 
1951.  Appropriations  of  other  federal  agencies  heretofore  having 
had  some  responsibility  for  school  assistance  are  estimated  to  have 
included  approximately  $5,103,000,  making  a  total  available  for  these 
payments  of  approximately  $28,103,000.  The  estimate  for  1952, 
which  the  committee  has  adopted,  is  $28,000,000.  The  committee 
examined  carefully  into  the  financial  aspects  of  the  experience  under 
the  law  to  date  in  an  effort  to  establish  a  firm  base  for  determining 
financial  requirements  for  the  coming  year.  The  best  information 
available  indicates  that,  in  view  of  the  constant  expansion  of  the 
defense  program,  the  $28,000,000  will  be  needed  in  1952.  Entitle¬ 
ments  to  assistance  are  determined  in  accord  with  the  eligibility 
requirements  set  out  in  the  law  and  whatever  obligations  are  deter¬ 
mined  under  its  provisions  have  to  be  met  within  limits  of  available 
funds.  Public  Law  874  expires  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1954. 

Construction  grants.— The  budget  request  for  grants  is  $75,000,000. 
However,  $25,000,000  is  to  liquidate  grant  obligations  incurred  in 
1951  under  contract  authority.  Omitting  the  $3,000,000  appro¬ 
priated  in  1951  for  a  national  survey  of  school  construction  needs, 
$46,500,000  was  made  available  for  construction  in  1951,  so  that  in 
terms  of  funds  for  additional  construction  grants,  there  is  an  increase 
of  $3,500,000  recommended.  The  committee  feels  that  it  has  little 
choice  but  to  recommend  approval  of  the  full  budget  estimate  in  view 
of  the  facts  developed  as  to  needs. 

As  more  experience  is  gained  in  actual  operations,  as  full  impact  of 
the  defense  program  on  affected  school  systems  becomes  known  in 
the  months  ahead,  plus  the  possibility  of  some  rise  in  construction 
costs,  it  seems  safe  to  state  that  the  total  cost  will  probably  exceed  the 
preliminary  estimate  of  $380,000,000  assuming  all  entitlements  under 
the  law  are  paid.  On  the  basis  of  firm  information  as  to  present 
requirements  for  educational  facilities  on  federal  military  reservations 
and  in  such  special  areas  as  the  Savannah  River  project,  plus  applica¬ 
tions  already  received  from  local  school  systems,  it  appears  clear  that 
even  under  the  most  rigid  priority  screening  of  applications  the  present 
appropriation  is  insufficient  to  meet  the  need  and  that  the  additional 
$50,000,000  recommended  for  1952  will  fill  only  part  of  the  gap.  The 
matter  of  allocation  of  materials  for  school  construction  in  relation  to 
other  essential  needs  is  also  in  the  picture.  These  and  other  imponder- 
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ables  render  it  impossible  at  this  stage  to  determine  precisely  what  the 
full  requirements  will  be.  Under  the  law,  all  construction  applications 
must  be  submitted  to  the  Office  of  Education  by  June  30,  1952. 

The  committee  has  included  two  language  provisions  suggested  in 
the  budget  dealing  with  priority  of  approval  of  applications  within 
available  funds.  These  provisions  supplement  existing  priority  pro¬ 
cedures  set  out  in  the  law  and  appear  to  be  necessary  in  the  interest 
of  putting  first  things  first. 

OFFICE  OF  VOCATIONAL  REHABILITATION 

The  committee  recommends  $20,475,000  for  payments  to  states  to 
continue  the  program  of  assisting  in  rehabilitation  of  handicapped 
civilians.  The  $2,525,000  requested  to  expand  the  beneficiary  rolls 
has  been  disallowed  in  view  of  the  urgent  need  for  holding  down 
federal  expenditures.  The  reduction  of  $125,000  below  the  current 
appropriation  is  accounted  for  by  budget  decreases,  accepted  by  the 
committee,  in  the  allotments  for  guidance  and  placement  work  and 
administrative  expenses  of  the  state  agencies. 

The  Committee  has  not  accepted  the  budget  language  seeking  to 
place  a  limitation  on  expenditures  for  guidance  and  placement. 
This  is  a  category  of  expense  wholly  within  control  of  the  federal 
agency.  The  entire  cost  is  borne  by  the  federal  appropriation.  The 
committee  is  not  aware  of  any  useful  purpose  to  be  served  by  the 
language  that  cannot  be  assured  through  the  administrative  power 
of  allotment  making.  It  is  a  responsibility  of  the  Federal  agency  to  see 
that  within  the  overall  total,  proper  balance  is  maintained  as  between 
guidance  and  placement  work  and  the  purchase  of  case  services  on  the 
basis  set  out  in  the  budget  submission. 

PUBLIC  HEALTH  SERVICE 

Venereal  diseases. — The  committee  has  reduced  the  venereal  disease 
item  $100,000,  allowing  $11,700,000.  This  is  $1,163,500  below  cur¬ 
rently  available  funds.  Progressive  reductions  have  been  made  in 
this  appropriation  in  each  of  the  past  several  years.  The  $100,000 
cut  applies  to  the  several  activities,  as  follows:  Grants  to  States, 
$45,000;  technical  assistance  to  States,  $45,000;  research,  $4,000;  and 
general  administration,  $6,000. 

It  is  important  that  this  program  be  adequately  supported  if  the 
gains  in  reducing  incidence  of  venereal  diseases  in  recent  years  are 
to  be  held.  The  size  of  the  problem  increases  during  emergency 
periods  involving  shifts  in  concentrations  of  population,  activation  of 
military  installations,  etc.  With  the  very  effective  treatment  pro¬ 
cedures  available,  the  most  important  activity  is  case  finding  and  treat¬ 
ment.  State  and  local  health  departments  are  shifting  emphasis 
by  making  larger  allotments  for  special  out-patient  treatment  and 
case  finding  activities  in  areas  requiring  priority  attention.  In  view  of 
importance  of  the  matter  as  a  public  health  problem,  the  committee 
has  not  made  a  larger  reduction. 

Tuberculosis. — For  this  cooperative  federal-state  control  program, 
the  committee  recommends  $8,745,000,  a  reduction  of  $255,000  below 
the  estimate  of  $9,000,000,  and  $655,000  below  1951  funds.  Of  the 
$255,000  cut,  $200,000  is  against  state  grants  and  $55,000  is  against 
the  allotment  for  Public  Health  Service  technical  assistance. 
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The  committee  reduction  lias  been  made  as  a  necessary  contribu¬ 
tion  to  the  urgent  need  for  reducing  federal  outlays.  The  $200,000 
cut,  which  comes  on  top  of  a  similar  reduction  in  the  current  year, 
averages  out  to  about  $4,000  per  state  and  should  not  seriously  affect 
this  important  program. 

Progress  is  being  made  in  bringing  tuberculosis  under  control,  but 
sustained  support  is  essential  if  further  progress  is  to  be  made  and 
gains  are  not  to  be  lost.  The  national  death  rate  and  total  number 
of  deaths  from  tuberculosis  have  dropped  substantially  in  the  past  10 
years;  nevertheless,  approximately  40,000  people  died  in  1949  from 


tuberculosis. 

The  committee  inquired  into  the  matter  of  utilization  of  X-ray 
units.  The  state  health  departments  operate  the  mobile  units  in 
smaller  cities  and  the  Public  Health  Service  limits  its  direct  operations 
to  the  larger  cities.  There  have  been  some  indications  that  in  certain 
instances  maximum  publicity  work  has  not  been  done  in  advance  of 
arrival  of  the  mobile  unit  in  the  community,  with  result  that  the 
fullest  possible  coverage  in  the  shortest  possible  time  and  thus  the 
lowest  per  capita  cost  is  not  obtained.  The  committee  believes  the 
Public  Health  Service  should  be  ever  alert  to  this  since  effective 
advance  publicity  and  planning  is  basic  to  maximum  success  of  the 
operation. 

Assistance  to  States,  general. — For  this  general  health  item,  the  bud¬ 
get  recommends  $16,084,000  which  is  identical  with  the  current  appro¬ 
priation.  TJie  committee  recommends  $15,960,000,  a  general  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $124,000,  applied  as  follows:  State  grants,  $40,500;  Public 
Health  technical  assistance,  $55,000;  vital  statistics  work,  $23,000; 
and  general  administration,  $5,500. 

The  basic  purpose  of  these  funds  is  to  assist  the  states  in  supporting 
local  public  health  services  and  basic  health  services  at  the  state  level. 
In  times  of  emergency  or  disasters  of  major  proportions  involving 
medical  and  health  problems  the  local  public  health  organization  would 
be  indispensable  to  immediate  action  and  as  a  framework  around 
which  emergency  services  could  be  built.  In  the  Committee’s  opinion 
this  is  an  added  justification  for  recommending  continued  support  of 
these  services. 

Communicable  diseases. — The  budget  estimate  for  this  item  is 
$6,150,000,  including  a  $100,000  supplemental  submitted  in  House 
Document  66,  against  which  the  committee  recommends  $6,090,000, 
a  cut  of  $60,000  composed  of  $50,000  against  the  overall  allocation  for 
specific  disease  prevention  and  control  and  $10,000  against  general 
administration.  The  total  allowed  represents  a  net  reduction  of 
$170,600  below  currently  available  funds  due  to  further  curtailment  of 
participation  in  the  malaria  and  typhus-control  programs,  offset  in 
part  by  relatively  minor  increases  for  direct  research  work  which  have 
been  approved  as  submitted. 

This  program  provides  for  laboratory  and  field  investigations,  con¬ 
trol  operations,  and  training  facilities  to  supplement  and  support 
activities  of  state  and  local  health  departments  in  the  control  of  a  bost 
of  communicable  diseases.  These  activities  are  essential  as  normal 
peacetime  measures.  Some  of  them  also  provide  the  foundation  for 
special  operations  which  would  be  necessary  in  case  of  a  national 
emergency  such  as,  for  example,  biological  warfare.  The  communi¬ 
cable  disease  center  is  now  conducting  research  in  this  general  area 
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,  although  it  is  seriously  handicapped  by  lack  of  laboratory  facilities  for 
this  specialized  kind  of  work.  Inquiry  was  made  as  to  steps  being 
taken  to  provide  suitable  physical  facilities  to  permit  this  important 
work  to  go  forward.  Funds  have  heretofore  been  appropriated  for 
plans  and  specifications  and  the  committee  is  informed  that  the 
General  Services  Administration  is  now  preparing  those  plans.  The 
committee  believes  that  this  is  an  important  piece  of  work  and  sug¬ 
gests  that  the  urgency  of  the  times  requires  that  this  project  be  given 
high  priority  of  attention  by  appropriate  officials  of  the  Government. 

Engineering,  sanitation,  and  industrial  hygiene. — For  this  item  the 
committee  recommends  $3,710,000  which  is  $90,000  below  the  esti- 
mate  of  $3,800,000,  but  a  net  increase  of  $39,970  above  1951  funds  to 
permit  continuation  of  all  activities  at  approximately  the  current  level 
and  specifically  to  allow  for  the  requested  expansion  of  radiological 
health  service  research.  The  reduction  includes  $62,000  against  the 
allotment  for  water  pollution  control  work  and  relatively  small 
decreases  against  the  several  other  activities  financed  under  this  head. 

Grants,  water  pollution  control. — Against  the  budget  estimate  of 
$1,000,000  for  this  item,  a  general  cut  of  $100,000  has  been  levied, 
allowing  $900,000.  These  funds  are  granted  to  the  states  and  inter¬ 
state  agencies  to  assist  in  investigations  and  research  related  to  preven¬ 
tion  and  control  of  water  pollution  caused  by  industrial  wastes.  This 
is  a  joint  undertaking  with  the  Federal  Government.  The  committee 
believes  that  this  reduction  can  be  absorbed  without  any  serious  effect. 
According  to  the  table  of  allotments  in  the  printed  hearings,  the  largest 
single  cut  for  any  state  on  a  flat  10  percent  basis  would  be  $3,480. 

Hospital  construction  program. — The  budget  estimate  for  hospital 
construction  grants  under  the  Hill-Burton  law  aggregates  $195,- 
000,000,  of  which  $120,000,000  is  liquidation  cash  for  obligations 
previously  incurred  under  contract  authority  and  $75,000,000  is  for 
additional  projects.  The  committee  recommends  $100,000,000  for 
liquidation  cash,  a  reduction  of  $20,000,000,  and  the  budget  figure  of 
$75,000,000  cash  for  additional  allotments,  the  latter  amount  being 
$10,000,000  below  the  amount  available  for  that  purpose  in  the  current 
fiscal  year. 

In  considering  what  recommendation  to  make  regarding  additional 
allotments,  the  committee  has  taken  into  account  a  number  of  factors. 
First,  the  need  for  additional  hospital  facilities  throughout  the  country. 
The  survey  conducted  under  the  original  law  established  that  need  at 
about  900,000  additional  beds.  Projects  approved  under  the  program 
to  date  will  add  about  73,000  beds.  Many  more  would  be  added 
under  projects  planned  but  not  yet  approved  for  lack  of  funds.  In 
this  connection,  the  committee  is  advised  that  453  projects  were 
deferred  when  the  cutback  was  made  last  fall,  and  that  88  of  those, 
involving  about  $33,000,000,  had  reached  the  point  where  land  had 
been  acquired,  local  funds  raised,  architects  hired  and  plans  pre¬ 
pared;  a  list  of  the  projects  appears  on  page  654  of  the  printed  hearings. 
Secondly,  in  an  emergency  such  as  we  would  possibly  have  in  the 
event  of  war  we  would  need  far  more  hospital  facilities  than  we  now 
have.  On  the  other  hand,  there  are  several  limiting  factors  pertaining 
to  the  level  of  Federal  support,  the  most  important  of  which  is  Federal 
dollars.  Moreover,  some  difficulties  have  been  encountered  in  obtain¬ 
ing  construction  materials  and  that  situation  will  probably  become 
more  acute.  There  is  also  the  limited  availability  of  trained  hospital 
personnel. 
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As  regards  liquidation  cash,  $195,000,000  has  heretofore  been  appro¬ 
priated,  most  of  which  will  have  been  expended  by  June  30,  1951.  The 
expenditure  rate  during  recent  months  has  been  about  $13,000,000. 
With  the  program  now  at  half  the  level  of  a  year  ago  and  the  effect 
which  materials  difficulties  will  have  on  the  over-all  rate  of  construc¬ 
tion  generally,  the  committee  believes  that  $100,000,000  will  provide 
all  the  funds  needed  to  meet  accruing  Federal  payments. 

Hospitals  and  medical  care. — The  committee  has  approved  the  full 
budget  estimate  of  $30,200,000  for  this  item  which  embraces  funds  for 
operation  of  24  hospitals  and  over  120  outpatient  facilities  for  medical 
care  to  American  seamen,  the  Coast  Guard,  employee  compensation 
cases,  persons  afflicted  with  Hansen’s  disease,  and  drug  addicts. 
Legal  beneficiaries  of  other  Federal  agencies,  such  as  veterans,  are 
also  cared  for  on  a  reimbursable  basis.  The  amount  allowed  is 
$1,176,000  above  the  current  appropriation  of  $29,024,000. 

The  committee  has  been  importuned  from  a  number  of  sources  to 
provide  adequate  funds  for  operation  of  facilities  providing  medical 
care  for  American  seamen.  It  is  believed  that  within  the  amount 
approved  reasonably  adequate  service  can  be  provided  for  the  several 
groups  of  beneficiaries.  All  mandatory  cost  increases  have  been 
allowed  as  well  as  some  increase  for  a  general  price  rise  for  subsistence 
and  medical  supplies.  Provision  has  also  been  made  for  expanding 
Coast  Guard  medical  services  attendant' upon  the  general  increase  in 
its  activities.  For  all  categories  of  patients,  the  budget  reflects  a 
slight  drop  in  estimated  daily  patient  load. 

With  respect  to  the  Fort  Worth  neuropsychiatric  hospital  there  is  a 
significant  change  in  the  composition  of  the  patient  load,  involving  a 
planned  withdrawal  of  about  300  veterans  cases  and  a  like  increase 
of  drug  addict  cases.  Drug  addiction  is  becoming  an  increasingly 
serious  problem,  particularly  among  teen-agers,  as  evidenced  by  the 
attention  this  problem  is  receiving  in  the  public  press.  The  Fort 
Worth  and  Lexington  hospitals  are  two  of  the  principal  institutions 
in  the  country  furnishing  treatment  for  drug  addicts.  A  significant 
portion  of  the  total  increase  approved  is  for  admission  of  a  larger 
number  of  addicts  at  the  Fort  Worth  institution. 

National  Institutes  of  Health. — For  all  purposes  and  activities  em¬ 
braced  by  this  item,  the  budget  estimate  is  $15,800,000.  The  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  $15,500,000,  a  reduction  of  $300,000.  All  manner 
of  basic  medical  research  is  financed  under  this  appropriation.  The 
committee  cut  is  applicable  to  the  general  category  of  research  and 
training  grants. 

The  principal  purpose  of  the  increase  allowed  over  1951  is  to  imple¬ 
ment  the  provisions  of  Public  Law  692,  approved  in  August  1950, 
which  established  the  two  institutes  for  research  on  arthritis,  rheuma¬ 
tism,  and  metabolic  diseases,  and  on  neurological  diseases  and  blind¬ 
ness.  No  funds  have  heretofore  been  specifically  made  available 
under  that  law  although  some  research  has  been  done  in  these  general 
fields  within  limitations  of  the  funds  available  for  the  regular  research 
program  of  the  Institutes.  In  comparison  with  the  size  of  the  prob¬ 
lems  which  these  instututes  were  set  up  to  deal  with,  the  amounts 
included  in  the  bill  are  comparatively  small.  For  example,  it  has  been 
estimated  that  about  7,000,000  people  are  suffering  from  some  type 
of  arthritis  or  other  form  of  rheumatic  disease.  Several  hundred 
thousand  are  affected  by  eye  diseases  and  blindness  to  one  degree  or 


LABOR-FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIATIONS',  1952 


15 


another.  Much  more  research  is  urgently  needed  to  determine  some 
of  the  answers  with  respect  to  cerebral  palsy  and  multiple  sclerosis. 
The  facts  in  connection  with  these  health  problems— and  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  had  the  benefit  of  testimony  of  people  expert  in  these 
fields — are  persuasive  justification  for  support  of  this  research. 

National  Cancer  Institute  —The  sum  of  $19,500,000  is  recommended 
for  all  purposes  under  the  Institute  program,  which  is  $447,000  less 
than  the  budget  estimate  of  $19,947,000  and  a  net  reduction  of 
$386,000  below  the  current  appropriation.  Making  up  the  $447,000 
cut  are  the  following:  $200,000  against  the  liquidation  cash  figure,  the 
committee  being  advised  that  this  amount  will  not  be  needed;  $100,000 
against  research  and  training  grants;  $100,000  against  grants  to  States 
for  control  services;  $37,000  against  direct  research;  and  $10,000 
against  general  administration.  In  the  aggregate,  the  program  can 
be  maintained  with  the  amount  recommended  at  least  at  the  current 
level.  For  some  years  the  committee  has  been  very  much  interested 
in  adequate  and  sustained  support  of  this  important  program  but  lias 
felt  it  necessary  to  make  some  savings  in  the  expenditure  proposals 


presented 

This  program  must  be  reasonably  well  supported  if  the  ultimate 
objective  of  finding  the  causes  and  cure  for  all  forms  of  cancer  is  to 
be  achieved.  No  one  can  fail  to  be  sympathetic  to  that  objective. 
Cancer  is  the  number  two  killer  of  people.  More  than  200,000  died 
of  cancer  in  the  United  States  in  1950.  Authorities  agree  that  the 
key  to  ultimate  success  lies  in  further  research. 

Mental  health  activities.— For  this  item  the  committee  recommends 
$10,300,000.  This  is  $500,000  below  the  budget  estimate, _  as  follows: 
$250,000  against  the  liquidation  cash  item  on  the  basis  of  information 
that ’this  much  will  not  be  needed;  $200,000  against  the  general  cate¬ 
gory  of  research  and  training  grants;  $44,000  against  direct  research; 
and  $6,000  against  general  administration.  Some  increase  has  been 
allowed  over  1951,  however,  as  a  general  strengthening  measure  m 
view  of  the  size  and  complexity  of  the  mental  health  problem. 

Some  idea  of  the  problem  can  be  had  by  reference  to  available 
statistics.  It  has  been  estimated  that  there  are  approximately 
8,500,000  people  in  the  United  States  suffering  from  some  fora1  of 
mental  illness.  Over  50  percent  of  all  hospital  beds  are  occupied  by 
mental  patients.  Hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  are  expended 
annually  by  the  Government  and  the  states  for  support  of  mental 
institutions.  In  relation  to  the  size  of  the  problem,  relatively  small 
amounts  are  being  expended  for  research  into  the  causes,  methods  of 
treatment,  training,  and  other  aspects  of  the  total  effort  to  cope  with 
the  situation.  As  in  the  case  of  the  heart  and  cancer  programs,  the 
committee  believes  that  this  program  urgently  deserves  reasonable 
support  on  a  continuing  basis.  . 

National  Heart  Institute— The  sum  of  $10,000,000  is  recommended 
for  this  item,  a  reduction  of  $150,000  below  the  estimate  and  a  net 
decrease  of  $4,554,400  below  current  funds.  The  principal  items  of 
decrease  below  1951  are  $4,459,000  liquidation  cash  for  construction 
grants  and  $200,000  further  reduction  in  grants  to  states  for  control 
activities.  The  committee’s  reduction  consists  of  $91,000  against 
research  and  training  grants  and  $59,000  against  direct  research. 
These  committee  reductions  are  without  prejudice  to  the  merits 
of  the  items  but  it  was  felt  necessary  to  show  some  retrenchment 
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in  light  of  the  critical  fiscal  situation.  Under  the  committee’s  recom¬ 
mendation,  approximately  $80,000  additional  will  be  available  in 
1952  for  all  types  of  research  and  training  grants;  direct  research  and 
other  operations  of  the  institute  will  continue  at  the  existing  level. 

Diseases  of  the  heart  and  circulatory  system  for  many  years  have 
headed  the  national  list  of  causes  of  death;  over  700,000  people  die  in 
this  country  each  year  from  those  diseases.  It  has  been  estimated 
that  at  least  9,000,000  people  are  suffering  from  some  form  of  heart  or 
circulatory  condition.  These  are  persuasive  statistics  in  support  of 
adequate  financing  of  research  and  other  activities  in  this  field. 

Dental  health  activities. — The  budget  of  $1,750,000  for  this  item  is 
$204,850  below  1951  funds.  The  committee  has  imposed  a  further 
reduction  of  $250,000,  allowing  $1,500,000  for  1952.  The  committee’s 
cut  of  $250,000  is  directed  to  the  item  of  $460,000  set  up  to  continue, 
on  a  reduced  basis,  operation  of  mobile  units  demonstrating  the 
application  of  sodium  fluoride  to  the  teeth  of  children.  During  the 
current  year  approximately  30  demonstration  teams  are  in  operation 
and  the  budget  contemplates  operation  of  20  teams  next  year;  in 
1950,  39  teams  operated  in  some  40  states  and  territories.  This 
program  was  initiated  by  the  committee  three  years  ago  as  a  practical 
and  effective  means  of  getting  quick  field  application  of  a  simple  and 
valuable  research  finding  that  sodium  fluoride  applied  to  the  teeth  of 
children  under  a  prescribed  schedule  would  materially  reduce  dental 
caries.  The  committee  is  advised  that  to  date  some  450  communities 
have  established  continuing  topical  fluoride  application  programs 
following  these  demonstrations.  From  all  indications  the  program 
has  been  highly  effective  and  beneficial  and  demonstrations  in  addi¬ 
tional  communities  would  be  desirable.  However,  in  view  of  the 
paramount  need  for  retrenchment  the  committee  feels  that  some 
further  reduction  can  be  made  in  this  activity.  Sufficient  funds  have 
been  left  in  the  bill  to  operate  about  10  units  in  additional  com¬ 
munities. 

Construction  of  research  facilities. — The  bill  includes  $17,690,000  for 
continuation  of  construction  of  the  clinical  research  center  at  Bethesda, 
Maryland  and  for  initial  equipment,  supplies,  and  apparatus.  The 
center  is  expected  to  be  opened  for  operation  late  in  calendar  year 
1952  or  early  1953.  Of  the  total,  $10,650,000  is  liquidation  cash  for 
prior  contract  authority. 

The  reduction  of  $900,000  below  the  estimate  is  in  two  parts.  One 
item  of  $800,000  pertains  to  liquidation  cash  requested  in  connection 
with  construction  of  auxiliary  service  area  structures.  In  past  years 
$800,000  was  made  available  for  purchase  of  en  electro-static  generator. 
Because  of  certain  changes  in  technical  developments  those  funds 
have  not  yet  been  obligated;  they  are  being  held  in  budget  reserve. 
The  committee  is  advised  that  it  appears  unlikely  that  contracts  for 
that  equipment  will  be  placed  in  time  for  delivery  in  fiscal  year  1952 
and  thus  cash  requirements  for  1952  will  be  $800,000  less  than  pro¬ 
jected.  The  other  $100,000  has  been  applied  against  the  request  for 
supplies,  furnishings,  and  equipment.  Exercise  of  prudent  and  eco¬ 
nomical  planning  for  furnishings  in  offices  and  quarters  should  make 
it  possible  to  take  care  of  all  essential  needs  within  the  reduced 
allowance. 
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ST.  ELIZABETHS  HOSPITAL 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  bill  includes  the  budget  estimate  for 
direct  appropriation  of  $2,135,000  for  partial  support  of  this  insti¬ 
tution,  an  increase  of  $130,000  above  the  current  figure  of  $2,005,000. 
Approximately  80  percent  of  the  operating  budget  comes  from 
reimbursements  for  care  of  patients  for  which  other  agencies  are 
financially  responsible,  principally  the  District  of  Columbia.  The 
principal  items  of  increase  are  within-grade  salary  advancements, 
increased  cost  of  food  and  other  supplies,  and  the  addition  of  personnel 
to  staff  a  new  treatment  building  for  aged  people  which  will  be  ready 
for  occupancy  about  July  1. 

Major  repairs  and  construction. — The  bill  includes  the  budget  item 
of  $136,500  for  various  repair  jobs  to  the  old  buildings  and  facilities  of 
the  institution. 

SOCIAL  SECURITY  ADMINISTRATION 
BUREAU  OF  FEDERAL  CREDIT  UNIONS 

The  Committee  has  made  a  $25,000  reduction  against  the  direct 
appropriation  request  for  this  Bureau,  allowing  $175,000.  Operating 
funds  are  derived  from  two  sources,  namely,  direct  appropriation 
from  the  Treasury  and  fees  collected  from  credit  unions  for  chartering, 
supervision,  and  examination  services.  Fee  receipts  are  projected  at 
$598,000  which  together  with  the  $175,000  appropriation  would  make 
$773,000  available,  as  compared  with  approximately  $755,000  in  the 
current  year.  Allowing  for  dropping  of  nonrecurring  items,  an  actual 
working  fund  increase  of  approximately  $29,000  is  in  sight  to  meet 
necessary  cost  increases. 

The  committee  is  pleased  to  note  that  the  agency  has  increased  the 
examination  fee  assessed  against  credit  unions  as  one  step  in  making 
this  operation  more  nearly  self-supporting.  The  committee  has  been 
insisting  that  ultimately  the  entire  cost  of  the  bureau  should  be 
derived  from  assessments  against  the  some  5,000  Federally-chartered 
credit  unions  and  has  urged  that  legislation  be  submitted  to  change 
those  provisions  of  the  law  which  presently  stand  in  the  way  of  further 
increasing  revenues  appreciably.  The  committee  is  advised  that 
legislation  has  been  submitted  and  wishes  to  urge  the  appropriate 
legislative  committee  to  consider  the  matter  with  view  to  recommend¬ 
ing  such  changes  as  may  be  found  appropriate. 

BUREAU  OF  OLD-AGE  AND  SURVIVORS  INSURANCE 

For  administrative  expenses  of  the  bureau  in  administering  the 
social  security  retirement  system,  the  committee  has  allowed  $58,- 
000,000,  a  reduction  of  $2,000,000  below  the  request  but  $1 ,012,000  net 
above  1951  funds,  primarily  to  meet  mandatory  items  and  additional 
costs  attributable  to  the  1950  amendments.  All  expenses  of  admin¬ 
istering  the  program  are  charged  to  the  trust  fund. 

The  committee  is  impressed  with  the  competence  of  the  leadership 
of  this  Bureau  and  believes  that  the  Bureau  will  be  able  to  do  a 
satisfactory  job  within  the  amount  allowed. 
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BUREAU  OF  PUBLIC  ASSISTANCE 


Grants  to  States—  The  bill  includes  $1,250,000,000,  a  reduction  of 
$50,000,000  below  the  estimate  and  $30,000,000  below  the  current 
appropriation,  for  grants  to  states  to  match  expenditures  for  old-age 
assistance,  aid  to  dependent  children,  and  aid  to  the  blind  under  titles 
I,  IV,  and  X,  and  aid  to  the  permanently  and  totally  disabled  under 
the  new  title  XIV  of  the  social  security  act.  Authority  to  obligate 
the  Government  for  these  expenditures  is  in  the  formula  of  the  basic 
statute.  Once  a  matchable  expenditure  has  been  made  by  the  state 
the  making  of  the  Federal  appropriation  and  the  matching  payment 
is  mandatory. 

The  budget  increase  of  $20,000,000  represented  the  net  result  of 
several  factors.  Those  serving  to  increase  expenditures  arise  princi¬ 
pally  from  the  fact  that  the  1950  amendments  will  be  in  effect  for  a 
full  year  in  1952  as  against  only  9  months  of  the  current  year.  On  the 
other  band,  the  liberalizing  amendments  to  the  old-age  and  survivors 
insurance  provisions  made  it  possible  to  drop  some  needy  aged  from 
the  public  assistance  rolls  and  to  reduce  payments  to  others.  The 
general  manpower  shortage  attendant  upon  the  defense  program  will 
mean  that  some  people  who  otherwise  would  be  applying  for  public 
assistance  or  aid  for  dependent  children  will  be  in  the  labor  force  and 
thus  disqualify  themselves  for  public  assistance  payments. 

The  new  program  for  aid  to  the  permanently  and  totally  disabled 
has  not  developed  in  as  many  states  as  rapidly  as  bad  been  estimated. 
Some  $14,500,000  of  current  funds  have  already  been  impounded  as 
not  being  required  and  it  may  very  well  be  that  additional  amounts 
will  remain  unused.  It  is  apparent  that  the  budget  as  submitted, 
judged  from  the  way  things  look  now,  may  have  been  too  optimistic 
as  to  the  rate  of  approval  of  state  plans  under  this  new  provision. 
The  committee  is  also  of  the  opinion  that  sufficient  allowance  has  not 
been  made  for  the  decline  in  expenditures  for  old-age  assistance  and 
aid  to  dependent  children  resulting  from  people,  otherwise  eligible  for 
assistance,  remaining  in  the  labor  force.  The  committee  is  therefore 
recommending  a  $50,000,000  reduction  to  bring  the  total  in  line  with 
what  now  appears  will  be  adequate  under  the  several  programs. 

Salaries  and  expenses. — -A  general  reduction  of  $98,000  has  been 
made  in  the  budget  estimate  for  expenses  of  this  bureau,  allowing 
$1,600,000,  which  is  sufficiently  above  current  funds  to  take  care  of 
within  grade  salary  advancements,  projection  of  positions  approved 
for  a  portion  of  the  current  year  to  a  full  year  basis,  and  additional 
expenses  to  handle  increased  work  arising  out  of  the  1950  amend¬ 
ments. 


children’s  bureau 


Salaries  and  expenses. — The  estimate  for  this  item  is  $1,592,000, 
against  which  the  committee  recommends  $1,450,000.  The  com¬ 
mittee  is  not  convinced  that  the  bureau  needs  the  additional  personnel 
sought  and,  furthermore,  that  some  retrenchment  below  the  current 
appropriation  can  be  made  without  sacrificing  any  essential  activity. 
A  very  substantial  part  of  the  reduction  is  directed  at  personnel  costs. 

Grants. — The  estimate  for  grants  to  states  is  $33,000,000,  an  increase 
of  $2,750,000  over  the  1951  appropriation  which  in  turn  represented 
a  substantial  increase  of  $8,250,000  above  the  $22,000,000  appropria- 
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tion  level  of  the  preceding  several  years.  The  committee  recommends 
$30,000,000  for  1952.  Under  the  terms  of  the  law  a  portion  of  these 
funds  is  subject  to  matching  by  the  states.  Balances  of  matching 
funds  not  utilized  at  the  end  of  the  first  year  carry  over  for  use  the 
following  year  and  are  budgeted  for  expenditure  before  additional 
allotments  are  made.  The  record  shows  that  there  has  been  an  average 
carryover  since  1947  of  over  $3,000,000  annually.  Thus  in  1951  the 
states  have  available  a  total  of  $33,328,700  although  the  appropriation 
for  1951  was  only  $30,250,000.  The  committee  is  not  aware  of  any 
useful  purpose  served  by  these  carry-overs  and  has  therefore  eliminated 
$3,000,000  from  the  1952  request. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  ADMINISTRATOR 

Salaries.—' The  overall  budget  for  this  item  is  $2,832,000,  a  proposed 
increase  of  $108,300  above  1951  funds  of  $2,723,700.  The  committee 
|  recommends  a  total  of  $2,682,000,  a  reduction  of  $150,000.  Funds  are 
derived  from  direct  appropriation  and  transfer  from  the  OASI  trust 
fund.  Activities  embraced  include  general  executive  direction, 
program  coordination,  field  services  including  management  and  house¬ 
keeping  costs  in  agency  regional  offices,  publications  and  reports,  and 
administrative  services  at  the  agency  level. 

The  two  additional  positions  requested  for  the  program  coordination 
and  development  group  have  not  been  allowed.  For  the  past  two 
years  the  committee  has  denied  increases  for  this  on  the  basis  that  it 
saw  no  justification  for  enlarging  the  staff  and  there  is  essentially 
nothing  new  in  the  picture  at  this  point.  The  cut  is  also  directed  at 
the  items  for  general  administration  and  direction,  publications  and 
reports,  the  merit  system  staff,  and  administrative  services.  These 
groups  can  stand  a  cut  without  impairing  essential  staff  and  services 
at  these  levels  provided  the  most  effective  use  is  made  of  the  staff  and 
all  nonessentials  are  dispensed  with.  Furthermore,  the  makeup  of 
the  budget  as  between  the  several  Washington  activities  does  not 
appear  completely  realistic.  As  an  example  the  committee  under¬ 
stands  that  at  this  level  a  number  of  units  have  been  formed  under  an 
Assistant  Administrator  for  Defense  Activities.  The  agency  took  it 
upon  itself  to  create  these  units  at  the  top  level.  The  Federal  Security 
Agency  is  not  a  defense  agency.  It  does  have  some  defense  related 
activities  assigned  to  it  but  the  actual  work  is  done  in  the  subject 
matter  bureaus.  Any  necessary  coordination  and  supervision  from 
the  top  level  in  the  agency  on  these  activities  would  be  minimal. 
During  World  War  II  certain  bureaus  of  the  agency  handled  war 
related  programs  such  as  training  that  were  more  extensive  than 
anything  now  existing  and  the  staff  at  the  agency  level  was  less  than 
it  is  today  for  comparable  activities.  Why  an  Assistant  Adminis¬ 
trator  for  Defense  Activities  with  a  number  of  defense-titled  units 
appended  to  him  is  needed  in  an  agency  like  Federal  Security  is  not 
apparent  to  the  committee. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Division  oj  Service  Operations. — For  salaries 
and  expenses  of  this  division  which  embraces  certain  agency-wide 
central  services  and  miscellaneous  expenses  for  the  Office  of  the 
Administrator,  the  budget  request  is  for  a  total  of  $915,000,  and  the 
committee  has  approved  $835,000,  a  reduction  of  $80,000.  The 
committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  with  critical  review  of  the  numerous 
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budget  allocations  under  this  appropriation  after  application  of  the 
cut  against  the  salary  appropriation  for  the  Office  of  the  Administrator, 
no  essential  activity  will  suffer  from  this  reduction. 

NATIONAL  LABOR  RELATIONS  BOARD 

The  estimate  for  the  Board  is  $8,582,500.  The  committee  has 
allowed  $8,300,000,  a  reduction  of  $282,500.  The  current  appro¬ 
priation  is  $8,502,500  and  the  amount  allowed  for  1952  is  below  this 
by  $262,500.  However,  transfer  of  space  rental  costs  to  General 
Services  Administration  in  1952  will  relieve  the  Board’s  appropriation 
of  a  $353,000  charge  which  will  offset  the  aforementioned  reduction 
of  $262,500  and  pi-ovide  $90,500  additional  to  meet  various  cost 
increases  including  projection  to  a  full  year  basis  of  several  positions 
filled  for  only  part  of  the  current  year.  The  estimate  as  presented  to 
the  committee  also  included  provision  for  21  additional  positions 
at  an  annual  cost  of  $125,000  but  the  committee  has  not  seen  fit  to 
allow  for  them. 

% 

NATIONAL  MEDIATION  BOARD 

For  all  items  under  this  heading,  including  the  National  Railroad 
Adjustment  Board,  the  committee  recommends  $1,150,000,  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $48,000  below  total  estimates  of  $1,198,000  and  $348,500  below 
current  funds.  For  expenses  of  the  National  Mediation  Board,  the 
$410,000  request  has  been  rounded  off  to  an  even  $400,000.  The 
budget  of  $150,000  for  arbitration  and  emergency  boards  has  been 
adopted. 

A  general  reduction  of  $38,000  has  been  made  against  the  appropria¬ 
tion  for  the  Adjustment  Boaid.  The  minimum  amount  earmarked  in 
the  budget  language  for  employment  of  referees  in  deadlocked  cases 
has  been  reduced  by  $28,000  but  the  committee  leaves  to  final  deter¬ 
mination  of  the  Board  whether  that  much  of  the  $38,000  cut  should 
be  applied  to  that  particular  item  of  expense.  The  Adjustment  Board 
allowance  is  $164,300  below  its  current  appropriation  but  $129,400  of 
that  is  represented  by  elimination  of  office  rental  costs  to  be  assumed 
by  General  Services  Administration. 

RAILROAD  RETIREMENT  BOARD 

The  budget  for  1952  proposes  to  revise  the  method  of  making  appro¬ 
priations  to  the  railroad  retirement  trust  fund.  It  is  proposed  to 
abandon  the  annual  definite  basis  and  henceforth  appropriate  on  an 
indefinite  basis.  Essentially  the  proposition  is  to  appropriate  retire¬ 
ment  taxes  to  the  trust  fund  monthly  as  they  are  collected  during  the 
year  in  lieu  of  the  present  practice  of  estimating  tax  collections  in 
advance  and  making  a  definite  amount  available  to  the  board  at  the 
beginning  of  the  year  based  thereon.  The  committee  has  had  this 
matter  under  study  for  the  past  two  years  and  has  decided  to  recom¬ 
mend  approval  of  the  budget  as  presented.  This  decision  rests  pri¬ 
marily  on  two  premises.  First,  the  change  will  result  in  an  annual 
saving  to  the  Treasury  of  approximately  $4,500,000  which  under  the 
present  appropriation  procedure  is  the  interest  cost  to  the  Treasury 
on  advances  to  the  trust  fund  before  the  collection  of  equivalent  taxes 
under  the  retirement  tax  act.  Secondly,  it  would  remove  from  the 
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budget  making  and  appropriation  procedures  the  guesswork  inherent 
in  any  system  which  seeks  to  estimate  and  appropriate  a  definite 
amount  in  advance  of  actual  collection  of  taxes  which  the  advance 
amount  is  supposed  to  represent.  In  addition,  it  should  be  pointed 
out  that  the  procedure  proposed  is  basically  the  same  as  that  followed 
in  the  social  security  retirement  operation. 

The  second  point  is  well  illustrated  by  what  happened  in  the  appro¬ 
priation  bill  last  year  and  by  reference  to  the  comparative  figures  for 
this  year.  The  1951  bill  reflected  a  “reduction”  of  $136,000,000  as 
compared  with  the  preceding  year  because  the  1950  definite  appropria¬ 
tion  figure  had  been  made  on  the  basis  of  an  advance  estimate  of  tax 
collections  which,  however,  failed  to  materialize  by  $136,000,000.  It 
will  be  noted  elsewhere  in  this  report  that  the  budget  and  the  accom¬ 
panying  bill  reflect  an  increase,  appropriation-wise,  of  $174,995,076 
over  the  1951  appropriation  whereas,  in  fact,  retirement  tax  collections 
in  1952  are  estimated  to  be  only  $48,000,000  above  the  estimate  of 
collections  during  1951.  Under  present  procedure  it  is  necessary  in 
arriving  at  the  annual  appropriation  figure  to  indulge  in  a  series  of 
put-and-take  adjustments  to  take  account  of  this  inability  to  estimate 
accurately  in  advance.  The  bill  totals  are  inflated  in  terms  of  appro¬ 
priations  constituting  true  charges  against  general  revenues  and  com¬ 
parisons  with  the  budget  and  prior  year  appropriations  are  materially 
distorted,  all  of  which  makes  for  confusion  and  difficulty  in  presenting 
the  bill.  The  indefinite  form  of  appropriation  recommended  will  com¬ 
pletely  cure  this  situation  in  addition  to  having  the  important  virtue 
of  saving  the  Treasury  $4,500,000  at  a  time  when  every  dollar  counts. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  it  was  the  intent  of  the  1937  railroad 
retirement  act  that  the  “annual  premium”  authorized  therein  be 
appropriated  to  the  trust  fund  in  advance  of  collection  of  retirement 
taxes  by  the  treasury.  The  committee  is  not  aware  of  anything  in 
the  law  or  its  legislative  history  to  give  substance  to  this  contention. 
It  is  through  the  advance  appropriation  procedure  that  the  board  is 
in  position,  in  effect,  to  invest  at  the  outset  of  the  fiscal  year  a  sub¬ 
stantial  portion  of  the  retirement  taxes  before  they  are  collected.  This 
results  in  unjust  enrichment  of  the  trust  fund  at  the  expense  of  the 
general  taxpayer  because  the  treasury  pays  interest  on  funds  ad¬ 
vanced  before  those  advances  are  covered  by  tax  collections.  The 
history  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  legislation  indicates  that  the  sys¬ 
tem  was  intended  to  be  “self-supporting”.  The  original  1934  act, 
in  fact,  contained  both  the  tax  and  benefit  provisions  for  the  system. 
Because  of  constitutional  objections,  however,  it  was  necessary  to  sepa¬ 
rate'  the  taxing  provisions  from  the  benefit  provisions  and  today  there 
are  two  acts,  one  dealing  with  retirement  taxes  and  the  other  dealing 
with  benefits. 

The  law  provides  also  for  periodic  actuarial  valuations  on  the  basis  of 
which  any  necessary  changes  in  tax  rates  are  recommended  to  produce 
amounts  for  the  actuarial  reserve  which  together  with  interest  earnings 
will  be  sufficient  to  maintain  the  minimum  actuarial  requirements  of 
the  system.  Another  evidence  of  intent  that  the  system  be  completely 
self-supporting  is  to  be  found  in  a  statement  taken  from  the  1938 
annual  report  of  the  retirement  board,  which  is: 

While  the  Carrier’s  Taxing  Act  is  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Internal 
Revenue,  the  legislative  history  of  the  Retirement  Act  indicates  an  intention 
to  appropriate  for  the  Retirement  account  and  for  expenses  of  administration 
amounts  equal  to  the  collections  under  the  Taxing  Act. 


22  LABOR-FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIATIONS,  1952 

It  appears  clear  to  the  committee  that  as  long  as  all  retirement 
taxes  collected  are  appropriated  to  the  trust  fund  the  requirement  in 
the  1937  act  authorizing  appropriation  of  an  “annual  premium”  is 
being  fulfilled.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  not  even  under  the  present 
“advance”  appropriation  method  does  the  board  come  into  possession 
of  the  entire  appropriation  for  investment  purposes  at  the  outset  of 
the  year.  The  amount  estimated  to  be  required  for  benefit  payments 
and  administrative  expenses  during  the  last  three  quarters  of  the  fiscal 
year  is  withheld  and  advanced  to  the  board  in  installments  at  the 
beginning  of  each  of  those  quarters. 

Board  officials  have  inferred  to  the  committee  that  withdrawal  of 
the  interest  subsidy  of  $4,500,000  would  adversely  affect  the  soundness 
of  the  fund.  The  committee  has  considered  that  aspect  of  the  matter 
very  carefully,  and  is  unable  to  reconcile  this  view  with  the  repeated 
statements  that  the  system  was  to  be  financed  from  taxes  collected 
and  thus  be  self-supporting.  If  an  interest  subsidy  from  the  Treasury  is 
needed  to  aid  in  financing  the  system,  then  one  statement  does  not 
comport  with  the  other  and  the  system  is  not  truly  self-supporting. 

The  Treasury  Department  plans  to  inaugurate  a  new  system  of  tax 
collection  effective  with  fiscal  year  1952.  Taxes  will  hereafter  be  col¬ 
lected  monthly  instead  of  quarterly  to  get  funds  into  the  board’s  hands 
as  quickly  as  possible  for  investment  purposes  in  order  to  assure  that 
actuarial  interest  earning  requirements  can  be  met. 

FEDERAL  MEDIATION  AND  CONCILIATION  SERVICE 

Total  appropriations  of  $3,097,000  are  recommended  for  this 
service,  a  reduction  of  $200,000  below  the  estimates  but  a  net  increase 
of  $97,300  above  current  appropriations.  The  principal  budget  in¬ 
crease  would  have  provided  for  addition  of  50  field  conciliators  to 
handle  an  expected  larger  volume  of  labor-management  disputes 
predicated  upon  expanded  industrial  activity.  The  committee  has  not 
seen  fit  to  approve  the  expansion  to  the  extent  proposed  but  has 
allowed  for  some  portion  of  it.  Taking  into  account  elimination  of 
space  rental  costs  being  assumed  by  General  Services  Administration 
and  several  minor  cost  adjustments,  the  allowance  includes  approxi¬ 
mately  $119,000  for  employment  of  additional  conciliators. 

Limitations  and  Legislative  Provisions 

The  following  limitations  and  legislative  provisions  not  heretofore 
carried  in  the  bill  are  recommend  eel: 

On  page  14,  beginning  in  line  3,  in  connection  with  the  appropria¬ 
tion  for  vocational  education  grants: 

Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  vocational 
education  in  distributive  occupations. 

On  page  15,  beginning  in  line  17,  and  continuing  on  page  16  through 
line  3,  in  connection  with  emergency  school  construction  grants: 

Provided,  That  no  portion  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  reimbursement 
payments  under  section  205  (c)  ( 1 )  of  such  Act  with  respect  to  school  facilities  com¬ 
pleted  before  July  1,  1951:  Provided  further,  That  in  determining  relative  urgency  of 
need  for  purposes  of  prescribing,  under  section  206  (d)  of  such  Act,  the  order  in  which 
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certifications  f or  payments  from  this  appropriation  shall  he  made  (other  than  payments 
in  liquidation  of  contractual  obligations  incurred  prior  to  July  1,  1951),  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  shall  give  special  consideration  to  the  extent  to  which  the  school  facilities  are 
needed  in  the  interests  of  national  defense. 

On  pages  35  and  36,  beginning  in  line  14  on  page  35,  under  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Board  (substance  of  new  matter  is  indicated 
in  italics): 

TITLE  V— RAILROAD  RETIREMENT  BOARD 

Pa.vment  to  railroad  retirement  account:  For  an  annual  premium  to  provide 
for  the  payment  of  all  annuities,  pensions,  and  death  benefits  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Acts  of  1935  and  1937,  as  amended 
(45  IT.  S.  C.  22S-228s),  and  for  expenses  necessary  for  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Board  in  the  administration  of  said  Acts  as  may  be  specifically  authorized  annu¬ 
ally  in  appropriation  Acts,  there  is  hereby  appropriated  for  crediting  monthly  to 
the  railroad  retirement  account  for  the  fiscal  year  1952,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  there¬ 
after,  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount  covered  into  the  Treasury  ( minus  refunds) 
during  each  such  fiscal  year  under  the  Railroad  Retirement  Tax  Act  (26  U.  S.  C. 
1500-1538 ):  Provided,  That  the  appropriation  made  herein  for  the  fiscal  year  1952 
shall  be  adjusted  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  with  the  approval  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget,  in  such  manner  as  may  be  necessary  to  insure  that  the  railroad  retire¬ 
ment  account  shall  be  credited  for  an  amount  equal  to  the  amounts  covered  into  the 
Treasury  (minus  refunds)  prior  to  July  1,  1951,  under  said  Railroad  Retirement 
Tax  Act  and  under  the  Carriers  Taxing  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  less  (1)  amounts 
credited  as  premiums  to  the  railroad  retirement  account  (excluding  $334,429,100 
heretofore  appropriated  for  military  service  credits)  and  (2)  amounts  properly  charge¬ 
able  as  administrative  expenses  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Board,  prior  to  July  1, 
1951. 
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Table  does  not  list  $33,000,000  appropriated  in  1950  act  for  payment,  however,  in  1951  and  1952  to  the  railroad  retirement  account. 


[Not  a  charge  against  general  revenue] 
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Bill  compared  with — 

1952  estimates 

—  $4,  000,  000 

-4,  000,  000 

-4,  839,  500 

-26,  000 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

■  1 

1 

1 

1 

o 

o 

o 

© 

o 

o 

rH 

I 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

-1,  026,  000 

1951,  as  reduced 
under  sec.  1214 

—  $4,  079,  000 

000  ‘oos  ‘z  - 

-6,  579,  000 

-7,  474,  500 

+  100,  223 

[+3,  000] 

+  2,  000,  000 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

CO 

CM 

CM 

© 

o 

cm" 

+ 

i - i 

1 — 1 

O 

o 

O 

o 

O 

O 

o 

o 

o 

'‘d 

o 

O 

o 

o 

O 

o 

o 

o 

o 

<D  »C 

o 

O 

O 

ID 

O 

o 

o 

o 

o 

nd  C> 

3  . 

o 

O 

O 

iD 

CM 

O 

o 

S  3 

CD 

O 

CD 

O 

CM 

o 

o 

iD 

O 

»D 

t-H 

o 

T-H 

o 

o 

05 

1 — 1 

cT 

CD 

iD 

o 

T-H 

o 

ID 

tH 

ID 

CD 

CO 

1— 1 

CO 

P? 

t-H 

€*► 

t-H 

rH 

1 — 1 

1 — 1 

O 

O 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

O 

O 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

2 

o 

O 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

m 

o' 

o' 

©" 

ID 

co" 

cm" 

o' 

o" 

co" 

+-> 

CD 

o 

CD 

CO 

CM 

o 

o 

ID 

o 

iD 

O 

o 

rH 

o 

o 

o 

s 

i - 1 

Pa 

05 

o 

05 

iD 

t-H 

rH 

ID 

CM 

ID 

t-H 

CD 

CO 

1 — 1 

CO 

t-H 

rH 

— * 

ee 

i - 1 

, — , 

o> 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

r- 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

T3  C-4 

oT 

o 

o' 

o 

CD 

oT 

©" 

©" 

cd" 

rH 

co 

o 

CO 

T-H 

o 

o 

TtH 

P  o 

CD 

iD 

t-H 

CD 

GO 

r-H 

o 

o 

oo 

i— ( 

•o  £ 

i - l 

_ 

• 

CO 

00 

CM 

t-H 

00 

ID 

05 

a 

CD 

CM 

CM 

rH 

t-H 

t-H 

€Q 

t— | 

, — , 

O 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

P 

O 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

u. 

Qi 

9 

O 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

a 

a 

o 

© 

o 

t-H 

CO" 

o~ 

o 

©" 

co" 

<4 

c3 

o 

o 

o 

CO 

ID 

rH 

o 

o  ■ 

iD 

o 

o 

iD 

ID 

o 

oo 

tH 

o 

o 

oo 

a 

i— i 

o 

o 

GO 

GO 

t-H 

oo 

ID 

05 

00 

CM 

■ — i 

CM 

rH 

t-H 

t-H 

'P 

a 

CtJ 

>» 


p 

o 

o 


>* 

S 

P 

O 

w 

CG 

H 

£ 

H 

8 

O 

P 

Ph 

S 
.  w 

o 

p 

H 

« 

P 

« 


CQ 


a 

c3 

f- 

o 


p 

o 


Li 

ft 

o 

f-i 

ft 

Pi 

a3 


a3 


p 

<U 

bC 

P 


O 

O 


p 

c3 

H 

bO 


P 

CQ 


P 

O 

© 

CQ 

-4-3 

P 

CD 

S 

>> 

O 

P 


H 


P 

a3 

CD 

*h 

p 

PQ 


o 

H 


£ 

o 


S3 

w 

Pk 

o 

u 

*0Q 

w 

w 

o 

p 

p 


p 

o 

p 

< 

w 

P5 

p 

« 


p 

a> 

ft 

x 

0) 

T3 

P 

c3 


c3 

CQ 


P 

o3 


T3 

P 

P 

«H 

P 

o 


p 

<D 


.2 

CQ 

ft 

s 

.2 

a 

o 

.2 

’fH 

o 

"P 

ft 

oi 

ft 

o 

t-i 

’o 

CC 

o 

o 

Li 

ft 

Li 

c3 

O) 

ft 

ft 

T>1 

ft 

< 

o 

ft 

< 

P 

03 


Li 

c3 

£ 


CD 

ft 

S 

o 

O 

"oQ 

CD 

(D 

>> 

O 


H 

«H 

o 

p 

c3 

<D 

P 

PQ  g 
^  o 


o 

Eh 


a 

w 


LABOR-FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIATIONS,  1952 


29 


O 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

lO 

CM 

© 

CM 

1>T 

© 

cm" 

05 

ic 

1 

Tt< 

oo 

CO 

CM 

© 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I> 

1 

o 

O 

© 

i 

i 

© 

© 

o 

o 

© 

i 

© 

CO 

l> 

o 

i 

© 

oo 

of 

© 

cm" 

i 

tjT 

<© 

TtH 

o 

i 

© 

o 

Tt< 

i 

CO 

co 

1 

1 

r-H 

1 

rH 

1 

i 

i 

i 

i 

i 

l 

i 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

o 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

lO 

CO 

© 

co 

oT 

o~ 

CO 

Tt< 

o 

TjH 

oo 

© 

© 

CM 

o 

CM 

co 

© 

lO 

iO 

rH 

CD 

00 

CO 

CM 

CM 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

iO 

cP 

iO 

CO 

© 

©' 

co 

Id 

00 

© 

00 

05 

CM 

rH 

CO 

CM 

PC 

rH 

r>T 

00 

rH 

CO 

CM 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

CD 

o 

© 

© 

CO 

LO 

© 

iO 

oT 

Tt^ 

CD 

00 

o 

00 

oo 

© 

CO 

o 

CD 

co 

CO 

© 

iO 

CM 

00 

© 

CO 

CM 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

CD 

o 

© 

© 

CO 

© 

© 

© 

oT 

tH 

00 

CM 

© 

CM 

© 

© 

co 

CO 

CD 

PC 

CM 

05 

CO 

CO 

CM 

CM 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

l 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

i 

OQ 

i 

i 

i 

i 

» 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

O 

o 

1 

1 

i 

& 

5 

CO 

1 

1 

1 

X 

4J 

c3 

i 

i 

o 

1 

1 

1 

Ph 

O 

H 

H 

1 

1 

1 

Tj 

.s 

-+H 

U1 

Ph 

t= 

H 

i 

i 

i 

> 

S 

1 

1 

1 

XI 

03 

i-5 

GQ 

1 

<D 

o 

rP 

w 

Ph 

i 

Ph 

I 

«+-l 

o 

Ph 

o 

1 

1 

*Ph 

Pa 

(-1 

P 

m 

i 

i 

p 

o 

1 

1 

-*n 

d 

PQ 

1 

«+-< 

i 

» 

<D 

§ 

M 

1 

o 

CD 

i 

1 

d 

CO 

o> 

Ph 

CD 

d 

c3 

W 

CO 

<D 

p 

fc 

CO 

o 

CO 

hh 

Ph 

o 

0 

o 

C 

d 

o> 

Ph 

a 

d 

<D 

M 

d 

<D 

ft 

p 

p, 

X 

CO 

d 

d 

PQ 

Pa 

X 

a 

o 

Pa 

X 

O 

M 

<D 

<D 

H 

<D 

a 

« 

T3 

d 

•4-M 

o 

'S" 

"d 

d 

XJ 

d 

’3" 

-+H 

p 

<33 

o 

c3 

o3 

O 

n 

CO 

o 

d 

o 

H 

CO 

<D 

OQ 

<D 

H 

*E 

CO 

TS 

Th 

"3 

> 

<D 

5 

'S 

5 

"3 

m 

tf 

m 

u± 

Ph  © 
2  r-H 
O  . 

O  o 

I  § 

■Org 

QJ 

Pm  a 


c3 

tSJ 


<x> 


CO 

P 

O, 


a 

c3 

bf) 

Ph 

O 
.  <D 

-  <  Ph 

Pm  ^ 

g  ^ 

>X2 

pH  c, 

-S  O 

o-S 

c3  x3 

'E  p 

S-M 

O  o 

pH  <+M 

ft  % 

ftg 

=3  g 

O  +» 
CO  a? 
CM  c3 
io'  ^ 

*>  rj 

©15 

t'-'P 

CM  'g 

«HH  r 

O  P 

_  o 


:  cj 


go 


tn  rH 

o  B 


00 


d 

a 

CL  • 
Pm 
_  O 
OX! 

50  * 

O  ^  H-l 

,g  g  K 

klT3 

-  o  q 
*VS.£ 
?ga| 

sw1 

S’S.§ 

-£>  p  1o 

8  *  ® 

<  <X>  rsa 

»0  d  (-Tj 

©PQ  2 

D  on) 

1  rS  -m> 

^s.a 

-is 

h-P-  bJDX5 

1  ^S-S 

i£*  a 

i3"S“ 

rS^.2 

>S,~r-g 

;  a  >o-§ 

5  05  rC 

1  O  ^  S. 

)  o  l> 

!  m  2t3 

:  r°  .  a 
<H  >*<s 

"  Co 
g>io 
5fci 

<1  •— i 


Comparative  statement  of  appropriations  for  1951,  amounts  as  reduced  under  section  121  f  {general  reduction  of  $ 550 ,000 ,000 
in  general  appropriation  act,  1951),  estimates  for  1952  and  amounts  recommended  in  the  bill  for  1952 — Continued 

TITLE  II— FEDERAL  SECURITY  AGENCY 


30 


LABOR-FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIATIONS,  1952 


1 

1 

o 

i 

o 

O 

O 

m 

1 

1 

o 

i 

o 

O 

O 

1 

1 

o 

i 

o 

ID 

o 

c3 

1 

1 

i 

s 

1 

1 

o 

i 

o 

o 

o 

1 

1 

>o 

i 

no 

00 

no 

1 

I 

1 

1 

€0 

i 

l 

1 

l 

£ 

<M 

1 

1 

1 

t 

t* 

05 

tH 

1 

1 

t 

*3 

1 

1 

i 

£ 

1 

o 

o 

i 

o 

o 

o 

a 

o 

1 

o 

o 

i 

o 

o 

o 

ON 

3  *-» 

1 

1 

00 

CO 

i 

i 

CO 

ID 

o 

1 

T— I 

oo' 

i 

go' 

T— 1 

no 

t-i 

£  <v 

1 

<M 

i 

»—H 

<M 

.  K 

co  w 
*  & 

1 

1 

1 

1 

€/0 

+ 

+ 

i 

i 

i 

• 

+ 

CO 

+ 

+ 

2  3 

1 

1 

1 

i 

i 

i 

i — i 

_P 

o 

O 

o 

O 

o 

o 

O 

r—<  ^ 

o 

o 

o 

CO 

o 

o 

O 

<x>  »o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

no 

o 

3  ^ 

id 

o 

to 

05 

id 

cd 

id 

a£ 

T— 1 

05 

Tf 

rJH 

o 

<N 

T-H 

CO 

CO 

CO 

05 

no 

ee 

r* 

g3 

lO 

i— j 

no 

<N 

<N 

o 

« 

i—i 

o 

o 

o 

O 

O 

O 

O 

»o 

o 

o 

o 

CO 

O 

O 

o 

s 

o 

o 

o 

O 

o 

o 

CO 

id 

o 

no 

05 

id 

Jtc 

id* 

4-3 

r-H 

05 

05 

05 

00 

a 

i— I 

CO 

CO 

CO 

05 

no 

t/5 

lA 

id 

of 

cd 

PI 

•* 

r— i 

o 

© 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

O 

o 

o 

CO 

o 

o 

o 

3  H< 

o 

<M 

o 

o 

T3  CN 

no 

oo 

CD 

05 

CD~ 

id 

o 

r— H 

CO 

CO 

CD 

05 

o 

»o 

3  6 

^H 

CO 

<M 

<M 

no 

no 

•o  s 

DO 

fcn 

1A 

. _ _ 

no 

P 

CO 

o 

H 

D 

r— i 

co 

© 

o 

O 

o 

O 

O 

O 

P 

O 

o 

o 

CO 

o 

O 

O 

3 

O 

<N 

o 

o 

ft 

a 

id 

00 

CD 

05 

CD 

o 

o* 

<1 

r— M 

CO 

CD 

CD 

o 

o 

o 

t—H 

CO 

CD 

no 

a 

■p 

o 

no 

_ _ _ 

iO 

(M 

<M 

o, 

_ 

CQ 

n 

a 


o 

p 


A 

g 

« 

K 

W 

Eh 

Pm 

O 

P 


P 

o 

w 

o 

g 

5 

g 

5 

Pm 

55 

O 

s 

w 

a 


T3 

a 


o 

rA 


d 

.2 

03 

o 

P 

73 

O 


73 

d 

3 


d 

c3 

P 

a 


p 

a 

A 

H 

W 

Eh 

P5 

O 

P 

& 

o 

H 

P 

Eh 

EH 

cQ 

fc 


CQ 

a 

p 

a 

O 

u 


n 

(D 

a 

o 

73 

A 

03 


Fh 

q8 

*3 

CO 


55 

O 

Eh 

<1 

« 

Eh 

CQ 


s 

A 

O 

P 

« 

A 

A 

fc 

A 

O 

O 

P 


o 

A 

o> 

bO 


A 

o 

a 

M 

<D 

73 

d 

c3 


Fh 

3 


c3 

02 


P 

c3 


GQ 
O) 

’> 

p 

<d 

CQ 

d 

.2 

*-P ,  „ 

O 

a>  o3 

c-‘3 

§  « 
.3  a 

CQ 

73  w 

d  CQ 

c3  o 
cq 
d  d 
o  0) 


g  £ 

£tj 

-f3  d 

S3  03 

O 


d 

.2 

o3 

Fh 

-P 


73 

«5 

bJD 

d 

P 

Q 

73 

d 

c3 

73 

O 

o 


o 

Eh 


A 

<5 

Eh 


O 

w 


55 

w 

a 

A 

P 

P 

« 

P 


d 

<v 

a 

W 

<X> 

73 

d 

03 


P 

03 

r  4 

o3 

CO 


H 

CQ 

P$ 

P 

> 

S 

P 

A 

Pm 

< 

* 

o 

w 


d 

0) 

a 

K 

o 

73 

d 

03 


c3 

s 

co 


LABOR-FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIATIONS,  1952 


31 


1  1 

1  1 

1  1 

1  1 

1  1 

1  1 

1  1 

1  1 

1  1 

1  1 

1  1 

1  1 

O 

o 

o 

©" 

to 

1 

- 1,  794,  499 

1 

t 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

-297,  000 

1 

1 

1 

I 

1 

f 

1 

1 

• 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

« 

1 

1 

1 

4 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

-2,  091,  499 

-2,  525,  000 

-2,  525,  000 

-44,  500 

-425,  500 

-445,  000 

-1,  652,  499 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

+  775,  500 

+  5,  000,  000 

+  50,  500,  000 

[-25,  000,  000] 

+  54,  623,  001 

-125,  000 

- 125,  000 

— 

o 

o 

o 

T— t 

O 

o 

o 

© 

1 

1 

t-H 

© 

© 

© 

o 

o 

o 

CD 

O 

o 

o 

© 

1 

© 

© 

© 

© 

to 

to 

o 

CM 

O 

o 

o 

© 

1 

CM 

© 

© 

© 

CD 

tsT 

CO" 

o'' 

CO 

o" 

©" 

1 

co" 

to 

to" 

o' 

to 

CO 

CM 

00 

to 

o 

© 

1 

to 

© 

00 

<N 

00 

CM 

CM 

o 

© 

1 

© 

r— 1 

CO 

00" 

cm" 

co" 

oo" 

to" 

1 

co" 

©" 

t-H 

CM 

1 

CM 

CM 

CM 

1 

1 

H 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

© 

1 

1 

© 

© 

© 

© 

o 

o 

CD 

o 

o 

o 

© 

1 

© 

© 

© 

© 

to 

to 

o 

o 

o 

o 

© 

1 

© 

© 

© 

lO* 

ecT 

tc 

o 

o" 

o" 

cf 

1 

1>" 

©" 

to 

to" 

to 

CO 

CD 

00 

to 

o 

© 

1 

© 

© 

© 

CM 

00 

o 

to 

o 

© 

1 

© 

© 

CO 

o' 

cm" 

co" 

oo" 

to" 

I 

of 

co" 

co" 

CM 

CM 

1 

! 

1 

CM 

rH 

CM 

CM 

1 — 1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

o 

o 

CD 

o 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

o 

o 

o 

o 

to 

o 

© 

© 

CM 

© 

© 

© 

cf 

cm" 

of 

to 

o" 

!>" 

©“ 

©" 

©" 

co" 

©" 

to 

to" 

00 

© 

© 

© 

CO 

© 

© 

© 

T-H 

CD 

CM 

00 

Tt< 

Tt< 

© 

to 

© 

CO 

© 

CO 

Tjf 

cf 

of 

cm" 

co" 

Ttf 

to" 

cm" 

cf 

r-H 

r— 1 

CM 

CM 

CM 

CM 

CM 

l— “ 1 

r— 1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

o 

o 

o 

CD 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

©  1 

o 

O 

o 

o 

to 

© 

© 

© 

CM 

© 

© 

© 

cT 

Csf 

of 

tC 

o 

©" 

©" 

©" 

to" 

©" 

to" 

to 

o 

CD 

00 

© 

© 

© 

CO 

© 

© 

© 

T-H 

CD 

CM 

o 

© 

to 

© 

© 

CO 

of 

cm" 

cm" 

co" 

-*jf 

to" 

cm" 

©" 

rH 

t-H 

CM 

CM 

CM 

t'- 

CM 

CM 

1—1 

o 

o 

£ 

*p 

a 

o 

p 

a 

a. 

c3 


GQ 

bD 

G 


0  • 
CD  l 
73  • 

P  i 
c3  i 

PQ 


i 


i 


o  "d 


05 

o 

eg 

3 

a> 

a 

CQ 

73 

0 

0 

m 

PI 

03 


0 


G 

.2 

o 

G 

P 

-P 

CQ 

PS 

o 

O 


P 

a> 

> 

*3 

& 

73 

P 

o3 

£ 

O 

W 


o 

Eh 


fc 

o 

H 

<S 

O 

G 

Q 

fa 

fa 

O 

fa 

u 

fa 

fa 

o 


«D  i 
bJD  i 

O  [ 

a> 

a  ! 


CQ 


PS  « 

o3  ' 

p  i 
b 0  i 


CD 

Pi 

G 

-i-3 

3 

*p 

b£) 

0 


<D 

bD 

3 

o 


§  ; 
3  i 
c3  i 
a  i 
G  i 
*3  « 
®  ! 

li 

o  i2 

•I— I  Tj 

-g  a 

s  § 

o  **“* 

> 


-g  -p 

g£ 

S  .2 

£  PS 
O  o3 
73  ,G 
C  o 

H>  <D 

N  3 

0) 

PST3 

PS 

3  03 

pH 


CQ 

0) 

CQ 

PS 

<D 

R 

<u 

73 

PS 

c3 

CQ 

a> 


o5 

m 


o 

o 

G 

c3 

Pi 

a> 

-p 

.3 

‘3 

3 


CQ 
-P 

.2 
*p 
-p 
CQ 

•  l-H 

73 

Is 

°  -§ 
•P  03 
P 

CQ  <X> 

-£  a 

S° 

S| 

«  05 

Ph 


G 

O 

•  H 

-P 

O 

0 

P 

-P 

CQ 

a 

o 

o 

3 

o 

,G 

o 


73 

G 

c3 


o 

> 

p 

G 

CQ 

Pi 

o 

«+-. 

CQ 

*P 

G 

03 

p 

o 


G 

.2 

*-p 

.5 

*p 

a 

o 

p 

a 

a 

<1 


o 

tG 

-P 

G 

03 

-p 

o 

o3 

P 

-p 

G 

O 

O 


G 

.2 

*-p 

o3 

o 

G 

W 


o 

o 

e 

o 


o 

H 


55 

o 

H 

<S 

H 


« 

«*s 

w 

w 

P3 

G 

<1 

55 

O 

M 

H 

<1 

O 

o 

> 

fa 

o 

fa 

o 

HH 

fa 

fa 

o 


m 


CQ 

-P 

G 

CD 

3 

03 

a 


G 

<d 

a 

M 

CD 

73 

G 

c3 


03 

CC 


•O 
c3 
rG 

<D 

pH 

3 

G 

.2 

*-p 

03 
o 
O 
> 

«4-l 

O 
CD 
O 

£ 

O 

_r  g 

03  O 
O  +* 

H 


73 

G 


<x> 

p 


1  This  is  a  special,  indefinite  appropriation,  representing  fees  expected  to  be  collected  in  1951  and  1952  to  cover  costs  of  the  services 


Comparative  statement  of  appropriations  jor  1951,  amounts  as  reduced  under  section  1214  ( general  reduction  of  $550,000,000 
in  general  appropriation  act,  1951),  estimates  jor  1952  and  amounts  recommended  in  the  bill  jor  1952 — Continued 

TITLE  II— FEDERAL  SECURITY  AGENCY— Continued 


32 


LABOR-FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIATIONS,  1952 


is 

D 

H 

C3 

a 

a 

o 

o 

3 

« 


I 

<X> 

<N 

® 


o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o' 

tO 

Tjf 

o" 

o" 

© 

o 

tO 

CM 

O 

05 

o 

r— < 

Ol 

t-H 

1 

1 

r-H 

I 


I  I 


1 

1 

1 

, _ , 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

1 

1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

1 

1 

o 

o 

tO 

o 

o 

CO 

05 

o 

1 

1 

1 

o 

o 

CO 

tO 

rff 

O" 

05~ 

o 

1 

1 

1 

©" 

©" 

co 

to 

CM 

1^ 

CO 

o 

1 

1 

1 

o 

o 

r-H 

CO 

t-H 

r-H 

+ 

r-H 

1 

1 

1 

o 

t—l 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

T-H 

(M 

€/=► 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

+ 

1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

1 

1 

1 

o 

o 

1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

1 

o 

o 

1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

1 

o 

o 

1 

©" 

IO 

o" 

o" 

o" 

o' 

1 

1 

© 

1 

o 

CO 

05 

r-H 

o 

1 

1 

CO 

o 

1 

iv 

05 

o 

05 

1 

1 

<N 

1 

r— t 

GO 

to 

o' 

co" 

1 

1 

r-H 

of 

1 

o  ^ 

a  ^ 

T3  . 
o  O 
(->  a> 


r-TncJ 


a>  so 
X)  o> 

a  "H 

a> 

0-2 

I3 

8-° 

<D 

P$ 


ee 


o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

1 

1 

o 

o 

1 

»o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

1 

o 

o 

1 

rH 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

1 

o 

o 

1 

8 

©" 

o" 

th" 

o" 

o" 

o" 

1 

1 

Tjf 

o" 

1 

o 

o 

oo 

to 

o 

o 

1 

1 

CO 

o 

1 

a 

oo 

o 

o 

t-H 

00 

o 

1 

1 

<N 

1 

r-H 

05* 

co" 

co" 

co" 

t-H 

1 

1 

r-H 

of 

1 

w 

*"* 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 — 1 

Ut 

a> 

O 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

1 

1 

1 

o 

o 

© 

o 

o 

o 

o 

CO 

o 

1 

1 

o 

o 

o 

3^ 

to 

o 

o 

co 

o 

o 

1 

1 

o 

o 

o 

'O  04 

co" 

o" 

o" 

o" 

© 

1 

1 

o" 

o" 

r-H 

CO 

o 

00 

CO 

o 

1 

1 

CO 

o 

o 

3  6 

GO 

o 

<M 

CO 

o 

1 

1 

<N 

^3  <D 

_ 

1 

1 

« 

(M 

05 

CO 

CO 

CO 

t-H 

1 

1 

r-H 

r-H 

<M 

a 

o 

H-» 

CO 

H 

r-H 

t-H 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

u* 

CO 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

to 

o 

o 

o 

a 

o 

o 

o 

o 

CO 

o 

o 

00 

o 

o 

o 

a 

3 

o 

o 

o 

CO 

o 

o 

o 

(N 

o 

o 

o 

a 

0 

o" 

© 

to 

o" 

o" 

o" 

o" 

<n" 

05" 

o" 

©~ 

o 

o 

t-H 

t-H 

IV 

o 

to 

to 

to 

o 

© 

o 

to 

00 

05 

to 

CO 

o 

IV 

<M 

o 

Ttn" 

of 

co" 

co" 

co" 

r-H 

T-H 

t-H 

of 

a 

t-H 

t-H 

H 

o 


© 

3 

.© 

’3) 

rO 


a 

.2 

3 

3 

a 


0 

<v 

H-a 

a 

« 

w 

CQ 

w 

H 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

3 

t-i 

© 

o 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

-J 

.S 

3 

0 

c3 

© 

-4H> 

3 

u 

bC 

^  ! 

§  i 

1 

^  ; 
i 

CQ  1 
©  1 
©  . 

a  ! 

.2  • 
HH>  1 

o5  1 

-4-3  | 

.9 

3 

3 

o 

1 

t 

1 

1 

1 

1 

o3 

p* 

3 

1 

1 

© 

bC 

00 

© 

a 

3 

u 

4  1 
oj  ! 

3 

©  , 

1  : 

m 

© 

1 

1 

o 

a 

CD 

bo 

H 

w 

1 

1 

1 

1 

tn 

© 

§ 

© 

m 

o 

c3 

-4H 

0 

o 

a  i 
£  | 

a 

X  i 
©  ; 

© 

T3  ! 

H-3 

1 

1 

cj 

< 

o 

t-H 

3 

« 

0 

CQ 

© 

CQ 

c5 

© 

1 

1 

1 

1 

CQ 

CO 

o 

3 

r2 

3 

s 

c3 

CQ 

© 

.2 

a  | 

3  1 

§  l 

i 

i 

3  i 
.2  1 

3  1 
o5  • 

i 

©  i 

©  ^ 
c5  O 

3 

c5 

V 

T3 

.2 

.2 

3 

(5c 

CQ 

c3 

b C 

3 

a  ! 

•5  1 

©  f-i 

3 

a 

3 

3 

© 

*H 

© 

CQ 

o 

3 

© 

t-i 

© 

© 

© 

a 

a3 

CQ 

© 

‘S 

3 

s 

.s 

© 

© 

a 

3 

a 

u 

© 

Ih  « 

*2  3 

m  ^ 

3  9 

o3  « 
v _ _ 

©  o 

3 

©  -4-3 

^  o 
-  © 

o5 

TO 

bO 

.s 

3 

o 

L< 

a 

a 

< 

a 

© 

rO 

o 

‘m 

CQ 

a 

o 

’So 

o 

-4-^ 

c5 

3  O 

2  « 

S  ° 

©  3 

3  05 

*3 

> 

H 

< 

O 

W 

o 

< 

a 

o 


o 

a 

i 

f-H 

© 

-4-> 

a5 


OT 

3 

_o 

3 

o5 

.SP 

03 

© 

> 

a 


Li 

O 

r3 

H-3 

3 

o3 

V3 

© 

c5 

Lt 

-4-3 

o 

o 

O 


LABOR-FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIATIONS,  195  2 


1 

1 — 1 

1 

o 

1 

1 

o 

1 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

o 

1 

1 

o 

1 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

o 

1 

1 

o 

t 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

1 

1 

1 

tO 

1 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

1 

1 

1 

CM 

1 

r-H 

o 

© 

tO 

to 

© 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

CO 

to 

t-H 

CM 

© 

1 

CM 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

i 

1 — 1 

, _ , 

i 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

i 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

tO 

© 

© 

i 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

r— ( 

© 

© 

TtH 

00 

© 

© 

I 

o 

o 

CM 

co 

CO 

© 

to 

Tf 

tH 

IO 

©" 

i 

o 

o 

CO 

1— 1 

00 

GO 

© 

tO 

tO 

© 

© 

i 

o 

o 

1 

1—1 

1 

tO 

CO 

tO 

lO 

CO 

i 

i 

IO 

*o" 

1—1 

1— 1 

1 

+ 

TjT 

.1 

cm" 

1 

i 

i 

i 

© 

+ 

1 

+ 

+ 

1 

+ 

* — 1 

i 

1 — • 

1 — 1 

o 

o 

1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

1 

o 

o 

1 

o 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

1 

o 

o 

1 

o. 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

1 

o' 

o 

1 

to" 

©" 

o 

© 

© 

©" 

© 

© 

©~ 

1 

o 

o 

1 

© 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

1 

o 

o 

1 

rH 

CM 

© 

tO 

© 

CO 

© 

tO 

© 

1 

o 

to" 

1 

T-H 

o 

CM 

tO 

© 

© 

© 

T-H 

1 

o 

1 

CO 

t-H 

t-H 

t-H 

T-H 

T-H 

1 

t-H 

1 

1 

1 

1 — , 

o 

o 

1 

o 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

1 

o 

o 

1 

o 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

1 

o 

o 

1 

o 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

1 

o' 

©" 

1 

©" 

cT 

©" 

© 

© 

©" 

o' 

©~ 

1 

o 

o 

1 

CM 

o 

o 

© 

© 

to 

tO 

© 

1 

o 

o 

1 

cm 

(M 

o 

00 

© 

00 

r-H 

© 

1 

o 

tO 

1 

r-H 

o 

CO 

tO 

© 

© 

© 

t-H 

oo" 

1 

<M 

1 

CO 

t-H 

t-H 

t-H 

r-H 

t-H 

1 

t-H 

1 

1 

1 

, — , 

, — , 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

to 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

GO 

© 

© 

©" 

©^ 

© 

co" 

co" 

io" 

TjT 

Ttn" 

to" 

© 

© 

© 

© 

IO 

CM 

© 

t-H 

00 

© 

to 

to 

CM 

to 

© 

© 

© 

CM 

© 

© 

© 

00 

IO 

to 

© 

t-H 

CO 

© 

©■ 

lO 

T-H 

oT 

CO~ 

co" 

©" 

©" 

tH 

T-H 

to" 

1  1 

© 

t-H 

CM 

T-H 

t-H 

t-H 

t-H 

rH 

, — 1 

, — , 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

©" 

co" 

©" 

©" 

to" 

©" 

© 

© 

© 

o 

iO 

© 

IO 

GO 

© 

© 

© 

CM 

to 

© 

© 

© 

CO 

© 

t-H 

CO 

© 

t-H 

© 

t-H 

CO 

©‘ 

© 

© 

T-H 

oT 

co" 

io" 

©" 

©" 

to" 

cm" 

to" 

© 

r-H 

IO 

CM 

t-H 

CM 

T-H 

t-H 

t-H 

1  Includes  $100,000  supplemental  in  H.  Doc.  66. 

?  Transferred  from  General  Services  Administration  by  Reorganization  Plan  No.  16  of  1950, 


Comparative  statement" of  appropriations  jor  1951,  amounts  as  reduced  under  section  1214  {general  reduction  o  f  $550,000,000 
in  general  appropriation  act,  1951),  estimates  for  1952  and  amounts  recommended  in  the  bill  jor  1952 — Continued 

TITLE  II— FEDERAL  SECURITY  AGENCY— Continued 


34  LABOR-FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIATIONS,  1952 


I 


1 

1 

o 

O 

l 

i 

i 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

o 

o 

i 

1 

1 

f 

1 

1 

o 

o 

i 

i 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

GO 

t-H 

€0 

05 

<N 

CO^ 

i 

• 

i 

i 

i 

i 

i 

i 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

CO 

i 

i 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

<N 

1 

i 

i 

i 

i 

i 

i 

1 

1 

1 

t 

1 

1 

l 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

o 

O 

o 

O 

o 

O 

O 

1 

1 

0 

o 

O 

<N 

O 

o 

O 

O 

1 

0 

o 

o 

o 

o 

to 

O 

l 

to 

© 

00 

05" 

o" 

o 

05" 

O" 

1 

05" 

T— 1 

rH 

CD 

CO 

o 

CD 

O 

l 

co 

rH 

| 

tO 

t-H 

rH 

<N 

rH 

l 

CO 

& 

+ 

1 

CD 

+ 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 

+ 

1 

1 

1 

O 

o 

O 

o 

1 

I 

O 

1 

t 

1 

l 

0 

o 

o 

O 

o 

1 

O 

1 

1 

0 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

tp 

1 

1 

tO 

» 

o 

o 

tO 

1 

CD 

1 

1 

t-H 

o 

tO 

CD 

CO 

1 

CO 

1 

1 

05 

00 

CO 

rH 

1 

rH 

1 

I 

<N 

t-H 

<N 

05" 

<n" 

1 

1 

1 

(M" 

CO 

1 

1 

1 

CO 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

O 

o 

o 

o 

1 

1 

O 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

O 

o 

o 

o 

1 

O 

1 

l 

0 

O 

o 

o 

o 

1 

to 

1 

1 

to 

o' 

co" 

co" 

tO 

1 

CD 

1 

l 

rH 

o 

CD 

05 

CO 

1 

CO 

1 

1 

05 

00 

CD 

t-H 

1 

rH 

1 

1 

(M 

rH 

<n" 

<m" 

<N 

1 

1 

1 

<n" 

CD 

1 

1 

l 

CO 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

l 

o 

o 

O 

O 

o 

O 

O 

1 

1 

O 

o 

o 

oo 

O 

o 

O 

O 

l 

O 

o 

o 

CM 

o 

o 

O 

O 

1 

O 

o' 

go" 

tO 

o" 

CD 

O 

1 

rH 

05 

CD 

05 

o 

o 

O 

O 

1 

H 

00 

o 

rH 

l 

CD 

T-H 

<n" 

l 

<n" 

ee 

1 

<N 

1 

1 

. 

o 

O 

tO 

o 

o 

O 

O 

O 

O 

o 

O 

rH 

o 

o 

O 

O 

O 

O 

o 

o 

CO 

o 

o 

O 

O 

O 

O 

© 

oo" 

t-H 

tO 

o" 

CD" 

O 

00" 

rH 

05 

T-H 

CO 

o 

o 

O 

O 

CO 

rH 

05 

<M 

o 

rH 

T* 

to 

05 

O 

t-H 

<N 

<M 

<N 

t-H 

CO 

TfH 

GO 

GO 

<M 

l 

l 

l 

i 

l 

CD 

i 

I 

l 

1 

1 

1 

2  ! 

1 

CQ 

-+H 

+3 

0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

O 

0 

O 

T5 

<D 

1 

1 

T> 

{-* 

l 

1 

1 

1 

£  ; 

(D 

a 

+3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

O 

<D 

1 

>>  1 

0 

1 

1 

a 

l 

VI 

l 

1 

f->  • 

O 

(D 

1 

1 

i 

i 

c3  » 

c3 

rO 

CD 

-4-3 

a 

hh 

O 

-< 

s 

a 

o 

o 

1 

H 

o 

> 

1 

l 

O 

•P 

<D 

c3 

r  H 

0 

<D 

w 

.2 

3 

•  >— » 

> 

U 

<D 

CQ 

r0 

-4-3 

Eh 

s 

CQ 

o 

w 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1  s 

4-3"  1 

0  • 

<D  1 

0 

"O 

0 

0 

0 

O 

is 

H3 

-4-3~ 

0 

O 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 

a 

CQ 

O 

M 

CQ 

r0 

-4-3 

w 

CQ 

w 

Eh 

a 

erf 

<D 

O 

s 

o 

a 

of 

<D 

m 

a 

o 

a 

<D 

no 

0 

CD 

w 

G 

3 

w 

Eh 

H 

« 

<1 

si 

r-t 

1 

1 

00 

<D 

CQ 

S 

a  ! 

a  1 

I  i 

CD  * 
Td  ! 

0 

p 

-P> 

CQ 

0 

0 

#a 

‘3 

o1 

<D 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

O 

1 

>> 

+3 

V 

0 

r0 

H-3 

<D 

rQ 

0 

N 

w 

PUBLIC  HEA 

O 

<d 

0 

D 

a 

3 

hJ 

H 

Eh 

& 

o 

0  ! 

0  1 

0  ! 

0 

O 

CO 

0 

0 

a 

0 

0  .. 

0 

*C 

a 

0 

0 

H-3 

O 

H-3 

m 

3 

.2 

*CQ 

CQ 

a 

a 

o 

O 

fl 

c5 

co 

.2 

cS 

3 

CQ 

o 

H 

0 

0 

CO 

O 

0 

13 

CQ 

Constructi 
mg - 

<D 

0 

3 

O 

CQ 

§ 

*43  bD 

O  0 

23 

H-3  213 

CQ  3 

§■§ 

O 

0 

*-< 

a 

0. 

O 

t-i 

H-3 

0 

0 

0 

H-3 

0 

H 

:a 


3h 
h3  . 
e  o 


-T'O 

io  a 

2  3 


T3  ch 

CD 

nd  o> 

S-2 

8-° 

® 

tf 


c3 

1 

CO 

w 


TJ 

a 

C3 


a 

a 


a 


a 

CQ 


'd 

a 

as 

>» 


LABOR-FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIATIONS,  19  52 


1 

1 — 1 

1 

, _ , 

o 

1 

o 

1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

o 

1 

o 

1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

o 

1 

o 

1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

CO 

CO 

to 

d 

1 

1 

I 

1 

o 

o 

o 

1 

1 

1 

o 

o 

© 

oo~ 

03 

1 

cf 

rH 

© 

© 

© 

co~ 

rH 

CO 

1 

00 

l> 

d^ 

t 

d 

1 

o 

1 

1 

1 

l - 1 

CO 

1 

1 

1 

to 

1 

CO 

to 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I— 1 

i — i 

, _ , 

o 

00 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

o 

C3 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

o 

to 

o 

o 

o 

CO 

o 

© 

CO 

tO 

<N 

of 

©~ 

o~ 

CO* 

o' 

©~ 

00 

cd' 

C3 

T— 1 

o 

CO 

to 

to 

(M 

d 

i 

+ 

L.  ■  1 

o 

rH 

+ 

o 

cf 

+ 

1 

1 

1 

1 

d 

cf 

+ 

CO 

CO 

' — 1 

1 

1 

r— i 

r— i 

, _ , 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

© 

CO 

to 

00 

o 

TjT 

o 

o' 

cf 

©~ 

of 

©~ 

00 

C3 

o 

CO 

o 

to 

© 

H 

iH 

rH 

to 

o 

CO 

© 

d 

rH 

k— 1 

o 

■ 

00 

CO 

to 

rH 

rH 

© 

oo 

to 

d 

co 

d 

rH 

rH 

o 

© 

© 

o 

o 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

o 

00 

o' 

TtT 

o 

00“ 

cf 

cf 

CO 

to 

o 

03 

o 

CO 

03 

03 

© 

CO 

rH 

d 

to 

o 

CO 

to 

© 

d 

rH 

1 — 1 

o 

1 _ , 

© 

o 

CO 

o 

r— 1 

rH 

co 

CO 

CO 

CO 

CO 

1 — 1 

rH 

rH 

1 — 1 

r— 1 

, _ _ 

o 

d 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

o 

to 

00 

rtf 

o 

CO 

cf 

cf 

00 

d~ 

to 

to 

o 

00 

03 

CO 

o 

to 

d 

to 

03 

CO 

to 

Cl 

d 

tH 

k— 1 

o 

l__l 

CO 

CO 

00 

rH 

H 

© 

rH 

to 

d 

co 

CO 

1 — 1 

rH 

rH 

r— 1 

, — , 

_ _ _ 

o 

d 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

o 

T}t 

o 

o 

o 

o 

© 

© 

© 

o 

to 

00 

CO 

o 

© 

00 

d 

to 

o 

00 

03 

CO 

o 

to 

rH 

d 

to 

03 

CO 

to 

CM 

d 

1— H 

1— — 1 

o 

1 _ 1 

CO 

CO 

00 

rH 

H 

© 

rH 

to 

d 

co 

CO 

T— 1 

rH 

Z 

o 

H 

< 

03 

M 

£ 

•-H 

s 

Q 

◄ 

H 

M 

ci 

P 

O 

H 

QQ 

►3 

W 

O 

c 

CO 


*d 

a 

o3 


*H 

c3 


03 

P 

.2 

*3 

& 


*d 

M 

o 

'S 

*H 

03 

T3 

03 

Ph 


a 

o 


fH 

Ph 

o 

tn 

a 

a 

03 

*d 

a 

p 


o3 

*H 

03 

P 

03 

a 


CO 

03 

03 


a 

<P 

03 

"d 

p 


03 

P 

P 

a 


03 

03 

P 

03 


O 

> 

•pH 

> 

Sh 

P 

02 

*d 

p 

<3 

03 

b0 

<1 

i 

*d 

f— H 

o 


p 

03 

03 

P 

W 


"d 

p 

p 


p 

Sh 

-H 


T3 

P 

P 


P 

FH 


02 


*d 

P 

03 


03 

03 


03  1 

C3  1 

o 

p 

o3 

03 

03 

CQ 

03 

CQ  • 

p  1 

o 

•H 

in 

> 

03 

p 

CQ 

p 

03  1 

-H 

*3 

in 

HH 

03 

03 

Ph  • 

•> 

Ph 

Ph 

X  • 

p 

HH 

X 

•  • 

X 

03  l 

03 

03 

03 

p 

03 

TJ  ! 

a 

C3 

03 

03 

T3 

§  : 

03 

03 

u 

3 

p 

+=» 

p 

c3 

03 

p 

p 

03 

.ad 

S.2 

p 

rQ 

a 

Ph 

«H-H 

o 

CQ 

-fH 

p 

o5 

03 

#03 

r2 

PQ 

m 

0 

in 

.2 

‘h 

o3 

13  ■*“ 
m 

’3 

Ph 

p 

C3 

03 

u 

o 

"3 

m 

03 

2 

rH 

c3 

CQ 

rP 

03 

"d 

p 

o3 

'S 

P 

u 

03 

3 


CQ 

o 

-4->  03 

*H 

0Q  *2 

-h  pP 
P  03 
03  ^ 

Fh  ^ 

a 


03 

CO 

P 

03 

Pi 

y, 

03 

"d 

p 

c3 


M 

c3 


*h 

03 

P 

O 


P 

pq 


pP 

o 


CO  .P 

S  ■“ 

a 

o 
O 

«hh 

o 

03 
03 

e 

o 


t-. 

Oh 

o 

Fh 

Ph 

Ph 


X) 

P 

P 


P 

U 


gg 

< 

O 


o 

Sh 

«4H 

*H 

03 

«HH 

03 

P 

o3 

u 

H 


p 

o 


p 

3 

'V 

< 

>> 

’£ 

P 

03 

03 

02 


03 

o 

02 


O 

H 


35 


Represents  estimate  of  fees  expected  to  be  collected. 


Comparative  statement  of  appropriations  for  1951,  amounts  as  reduced  under  section  1214  ( general  reduction  oj  $550,000,000 
in  general  appropriation  act,  1951),  estimates  jor  1952  and  amounts  recommended  in  the  billjor  1952 — Continued 
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J  Consists  of  a  total  of  $1,739,387,090  appropriated  to  date  to  the  Agency,  adjusted  as  follows  for  transfers  or  shifts  in  functions  and 
activities  in  order  to  place  the  1951  amounts  on  a  basis  comparable  with  the  1952  budget  estimates:  $2,202,285  transferred  from  General 
Services  Administration  under  Reorganization  Plan  16  of  1950;  $50,000  from  Agriculture  in  connection  with  studies  of  effects  of  insecticides, 
etc.,  on  human  health;  $200,000  transferred  to  Agriculture  in  connection  with  research  on  plant  sources  of  ACTH  and  Compound  E;  and 
a  total  of  $27,075,260  transferred  to  Labor  under  Reorganization  Plan  19  of  1950,  relating  to  the  Bureau  of  Employees  Compensation. 


LABOR-FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIATIONS,  1952 


37 


O 

O 

tO 

oo 


O 

o 

tO 

of 

CO 

OS 


P 

C2 

ft 

K 

a? 

T3 

P 

a5 


oS 

M 


o  • 

O 

o 

o  • 

O 

o 

O  1 

o 

o 

O  1 

00 

00 

t-H  1 

CO 

ee  i 

1 

i 

i 

i 

1 

1 

o  o 

o 

o 

o  o 

o 

o 

Cl  O 

co 

lO 

O  lO 

00 

CO 

1  7 

7 

CO 

1 

o  o 

o 

o 

o  o 

o 

o 

o  o 

o 

o 

o'  o' 

o 

o 

o  tO 

o 

to 

tJH  H 

CO 

I — 1 

ee 

r-H 

o  o 

o 

o 

o  o 

o 

o 

o  o 

o 

o 

o  o 

00 

00 

t-H  to 

CO 

02 

Tf  r-H 

CO 

r-H 

t-H 

o  o 

o 

o 

o  o 

o 

o 

Cl  o 

CO 

to 

02  tO 

00 

O  (N 

CO 

02 

Tf  CO 

f- 

p"* 

r-H 

o  o 

o 

o 

o  o 

o 

o 

C3  o 

co 

to 

CO  tO 

t> 

Cl 

02 

co 

CO 

to 

<& 

r-H 

i  i 

i  i 

,  i 

1 

1 

i  • 

c3  1 

i  i 

i  i 

02  1 

1 

73 

73  « 

05 

f-  , 

o 

i  i 

o3  , 

o  ; 

m 

’  .3 

i  X3 

«  ! 

P 

o 

-4-3  1 

o3 

o 

02  l 

a  : 

o3 

i  X! 

"3 

'  >> 

-+H  ! 

02 

•  o 

1  p 

02  1 

P  1 

§ 

1  02 

i  bO 

02  *h 

02  02 

73  « 

^  oi 
02 

'S 

p 

o 

g  1 

T3  «2 
c3  p 

o3 

&  *§ 

^  ft 
rp  x 

o3  02 

r* 

c  g 

«T3 

o5 

§  2 

p 

O 

-4-3 

s  g 

•c  £ 

^  03 
p  02 

o  .2 

E i 

^  X2 

3j 

o5  P 

M  <1 

Q 

ft 

◄ 

O 

n 

H 

S3 

w 

s 

H 

ft 

M 

H 

w 

ft 

p 

◄ 

o 

ft 

P 

M 

<1 

ft 


w 

p 

H 


1  <  1  1  1 

1  1  1  |  1 

1  1  I  I 

1  1  1  |  1 

1  1  4  1 

1  1  1  1  * 

1  1  III 

1  1  1  |  < 

1  1  1  1  • 

1  1  •  |  • 

1  1  1  1  1 

1  1  1  |  » 

o 

o  1 

CO 

<M 

o 

02 

o 

o  1 

o 

o' 

oo~  1 

to" 

o 

F—  1 

02 

o 

^  1 

02 

00 

1  1 

CO 

CO 

1  1 

Tj< 

»”H 

1 — *  1 

€/} 

CO 

1 

t-H 

1 

+ 

1 

+ 

l 

o 

o  1 

o 

1 

o 

o 

1 

o 

§  1 

o 

i 

1 

o 

oo  1 

o 

l 

o 

CO 

o 

1 

o 

<N 

o 

1 

i 

CO 

CO 

1 — 1 

l 

CO 

CO 

1 

l 

i 

o 

o 

o 

l 

o 

o 

o 

l 

o 

o 

o 

l 

o 

00 

©~ 

CO 

o 

1 

o 

o 

i 

CO 

- 

l 

r-H 

to 

CO 

i 

CO 

>  t 

T-H 

i 

ee 

1 

Cl 

1 

1 

o 

Cl 

1 

o 

<N 

02 

1 

o 

03 

CO 

o 

1  o 

o 

1 

o 

00 

1 

CO 

1 

to 

22 

rt< 

1 

i— -1 

1  co 

1 

1 

1 

, — 1 

1 

o 

1  -X 

C4 

1 

o 

1 

o 

1  T> 

(M 

CO 

1  cf 

co 

Tf 

,  co 

00 

1 

1  00 

1 

1  — 

to 

1 

to 

F- 

TiH 

1 

1— — i 

|  to 

1 

•j  ^ 

-< 

-4^> 

P 

P 

o 

o 

o 

05 

73 

Q 

.5 

ft 

o 

ft 

ft 

a3 

P 

0) 

s 

<02 

H 


P 

P 

O 

a 

03 

C2 

Cp 

o 

o> 

ft 


P  03 

'S 

P 
P 
P 
< 


02 

fH 

73 

c3 

O 


P 

P 

O 

a 

c3 

02 

-f-3 
•  *—* 

p 

Cp 

o 

X3 

.a 

-4-=> 

P 

02 

P 

o3 


02 

ft 


o3 

PS 


73 

c3 

O 


a 

o 


S-l 
02 
t+-4 

cn 
P 
o5 

f-c  ^ 

w-73 

02  a 

02  *2 
02  ^ 
p 

a;  w 
p.  P 

s* 

a  <d 

*  a 

02  02 

&  -P 
*C  ’-+2 

05  02 

'a  * 

GG 


T3 

Fh 

03 

O 

ft 

P 

02 

a 

02 


02 

ft 

73 

03 

O 

H 
•— * 

'3 

ft 


o3 

-4-3 

O 

H 


T3 

02 


02 

C2 

M 

02 

02 


(h 

o 


tO 

02 

t-H 

f-> 

o3 

02 

02  • 
P  -4-p 

oo 

«4-i  LQ 
■^2 
°5  <d 
O-g 

iO  +® 

05  a 

t-H  .3 
CX) 
—  2 
’o'C 

CD  3 
-+— 1  05 

5  ° 

*C  <N 

fttO 
O  02 

*~i  r-H 

ft 

ft  a 
rr  o 

o3 

O  O 

o  o 
o  o 
o' o' 
o  o 
©O^ 
co~co" 
co  co 

02  02 
T3  73 

rS  5 
o  "o 

.a  .a 

-4-3  4-3 

o  o 
p  p 

02  02 
02  02 
o  o 

flO 


Comparative  statement  of  appropriations  for  1951,  amounts  as  reduced  under  section  121 Jf  ( general  reduction  of  $550,000,000 
in  general  appropriation  act,  1951),  estimates  for  1952  and  amounts  recommended  in  the  bill  for  1952 — Continued 


38 


LABOR-FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIATION'S, 


W 

O 


CD 


O 

M 

Eh 

< 


O 

fc 

O 


o 


p 

A 

< 

A 

O 

M 

E-t 

< 

M 

P 

w 

S 

p 

<3 

« 

P 

w 

h 


w 

P 

H 


© 

i 

o 

05 

I 

O 

i 

o 

05 

o 

i 

o 

03 

i 

a 

o 

i 

o 

CO 

o 

i 

o 

1 

S 

i 

<M 

05 

i 

1 

i 

1 

05 

05 

1 

i 

i 

i 

00 

1 

O 

i 

o 

a 

O 

• 

o 

05 

O  c<J 

CO 

i 

CO 

00 

3  — 

i 

i 

S  <D 

©> 

i 

05 

oo 

w 

M  ” 
rt  v. 

<D 

rH-'d 

+ 

i 

i 

i 

+ 

o 

io 

*0  C3 

i 

to 

05  3 

i 

<N 

i 

i 

+ 

.a 

O 

o 

o 

t-H 

*d  CN 
<D  *0 

o 

o 

o 

CO 

o 

o 

o 

05 

*0  05 

0  th 

o 

oT 

as 

o 

iO 

05 

o 

CM 

3.0 

CO 

CO 

Tf 

ee 

CO 

« 

of 

o 

o 

o 

o 

*0 

o 

o 

o 

CO 

o 

o 

o 

l> 

cn 

© 

i> 

CO 

1C 

<N^ 

H-S 

c3 

a 

lO 

05 

<N 

<N 

CO 

CO 

CO 

W 

<N 

u 

o 

O 

o 

o 

O 

o 

o 

CO 

I> 

o 

O 

oT 

o 

oT 

<N 

05 

T—4 

iO 

05 

05 

05 

05 

-d  ® 

orT 

fl 

CD  w 

(-1 

to 

<N 

€/=> 

<M 

oo 

co 

#o 

H) 

<M 

03 

CO 

O 

o 

o 

05 

d 

o 

o 

o 

05 

a 

o 

oo 

a 

a 

a  • 

oT 

© 

05*” 

r— 1 

CO 

iO 

05 

o 

05 

05 

s 

CO 

o 

<N 

<M 

(M 

a 

(N 

l 

1 

1 

i 

1 

1 

JZ  • 

l 

1 

CJ  1 

1 

1 

1 

a  • 

‘■+P  | 

o  1 

1 

1 

o  ! 

'S  J 

T3  ! 

C 

«r  ! 

c3 

a 

1 

1 

a  • 

o  , 

l 

1 

o  • 

-ft5  • 

a 

1 

1 

*-£  ! 

_ J 

<d 

c3  I 

ph  ' 

'd 

d 

03 

1 

1 

1 

1 

.1 

1 

1 

"O  « 

CD  » 

2  ! 

CL  1 
° 

&  ! 

>> 

1 

OQ 

<D 

^  a> 

& 

o 

d 

1 

•a  .a 

03  1 

a> 

CO 

^  > 

,  i  i 

be 

a 

©  ^ 

< 

<D 

>5 

nd  © 

•4-3  | 

& 

©  m 

O  1 

© 

0 

a* 

*  0 
o 

•vs  2 

T3 

0 

o3 

c 

•4-H 

cS‘£ 
o  03 

S- 
2  o 

o 

H 

o 

T3 

c3 

a3 

*3 

O 

m 

FQ 

1952 


82d  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Union  Calendar  No.  85 


[Report  No.  322] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

April  13, 1951 

Mr.  Fogarty,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  reported  the  following 
bill ;  which  was  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


A  BILL 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Labor,  the  Federal 
Security  Agency,  and  related  independent  agencies,  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Labor,  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and  related 

6  independent  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

7  1952,  namely: 
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TITLE  I— DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

Salaries  and  expenses:  Eor  expenses  necessary  for  the 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor  (hereafter  in  this  title 
referred  to  as  the  Secretary) ,  including  services  as  authorized 
by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C. 
55a)  ;  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  two  passenger  motor 
vehicles  for  replacement  only;  teletype  news  service;  and 
payment  in  advance  when  authorized  by  the  Secretary  for 
dues  or  fees  for  library  membership  in  organizations 
whose  publications  are  available  to  members  only  or  to 
members  at  a  price  lower  than  to  the  general  public; 
$1,425,000. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Office  of  the  Solicitor:  Eor  ex¬ 
penses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  the  Solicitor,  $1,650,000. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Labor  Standards:  Eor 
expenses  necessary  for  the  promotion  of  industrial  safety, 
employment  stabilization,  and  amicable  industrial  relations 
for  labor  and  industry;  performance  of  safety  functions  of 
the  Secretary  under  the  Federal  Employees’  Compensation 
Act,  as  amended  (5  U.  S.  C.  784  (c)  )  ;  performance  of 
the  functions  vested  in  the  Secretary  by  title  I  of  the 
Labor-Management  Relations  Act,  1947  (29  U.  S.  C. 
159  (f)  and  (g)  )  ;  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  for  the 
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work  of  the  President’s  Committee  on  National  Employ 
tlie  Physically  Handicapped  Week,  as  authorized  by  the 
Act  of  July  11,  1949  (63  Stat.  409),  including  purchase 
of  reports  and  of  material  for  informational  exhibits;  and 
expenses  of  attendance  of  cooperating  officials  and  consultants 
at  conferences  concerned  with  the  work  of  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Standards;  $688,000. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Veterans’  Becmploy- 
ment  Bights:  Eor  expenses  necessary  to  render  assistance 
in  connection  with  the  exercise  of  reemployment  rights  of 
veterans  under  section  8  of  the  Selective  Training  and 
Service  Act  of  1940,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C.,  App.  308) , 
the  Service  Extension  Act  of  1941,  as  amended,  the  Army 
Beserve  and  Betircd  Personnel  Service  Law  of  1940,  as 
amended,  and  section  9  (h)  of  title  I  of  the  Selective  Service 
Act  of  1948  (50  U.  S.  0.,  App.  459  (h)  ) ,  and,  under  the 
Act  of  June  23,  1943,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C.,  App. 
1472),  of  persons  who  have  performed  service  in  the 
Merchant  Marine,  $277,000. 

TUT HF, ATT  OF  APPRENTICESHIP 

Salaries  and  expenses:  Eor  expenses  necessary  to  enable 
the  Secretary  to  conduct  a  program  of  encouraging  appren¬ 
tice  training,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  August  16,  1937 
(29  U.  S.  0.  50) ,  $2,692,000. 
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BUEEAU  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SECUEITY 

Salaries  and  expenses:  Tor  expenses  necessary  for  the 
general  administration  of  the  employment  service  and  un¬ 
employment  compensation  programs,  including  temporary 
employment  of  persons,  without  regard  to  the  civil  service 
laws,  for  the  farm  placement  migratory  labor  program;  for 
cooperation  with  the  United  States  Immigration  and  Natural¬ 
ization  Service  and  the  Secretary  of  State  in  negotiating  and 
carrying  out  agreements  relating  to  the  employment  of  foreign 
agricultural  workers,  subject  to  the  immigration  laws  and 
when  necessary  to  supplement  the  domestic  labor  force; 
and  not  to  exceed  $10,000  for  services  as  authorized  by 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  O. 
55a)  ;  $4,635,500,  of  which  $743,500  shall  be  for  carrying 
into  effect  the  provisions  of  title  IV  (except  section  602) 
of  the  Servicemen’s  Readjustment  Act  of  1944. 

Grants  to  States  for  unemployment  compensation  and  em¬ 
ployment  service  administration:  Uor  grants  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  as  amended 
(29  U.  S.  O.  49-49n) ,  for  carrying  into  effect  section  602 
of  the  Servicemen’s  Readjustment  Act  of  1944,  for  grants 
to  the  States  as  authorized  in  title  III  of  the  Social  Security 
Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  C.  501-503) ,  including,  upon  the 
request  of  any  State,  the  purchase  of  equipment  and  the 
payment  of  rental  for  space  made  available  to  such  State 
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in  lieu  of  grants  for  such  purpose,  and  for  necessary  expenses 
in  connection  with  the  operation  of  employment  office  facil¬ 
ities  and  services  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  $165,560,000, 
of  which  $6,000,000  shall  he  available  only  to  the  extent  that 
the  Secretary  finds  necessary  to  meet  increased  costs  of  ad¬ 
ministration  resulting  from  changes  in  a  State  law  or  increases 
in  the  numbers  of  claims  filed  and  claims  paid  or  salary 
costs  over  those  upon  which  the  State’s  basic  grant  (or  the 
allocation  for  the  District  of  Columbia)  was  based,  which 
increased  costs  of  administration  cannot  he  provided  for  by 
normal  budgetary  adjustments :  Provided,  That  notwith¬ 
standing  any  provision  to  the  contrary  in  section  302  (a) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  shall  from  time  to  time  certify  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  for  payment  to  each  State  found  to 
he  in  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Act  of 
June  6,  1933,  and,  except  in  the  case  of  Puerto  Pico 
and  the  Virgin  Islands,  with  the  provisions  of  section  303 
of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  such  amounts 
as  he  determines  to  he  necessary  for  the  proper  and  efficient 
administration  of  its  unemployment  compensation  law  and 
of  its  public  employment  offices:  Provided  further,  That 
such  amounts  as  may  he  agreed  upon  by  the  Department 
of  Labor  and  the  Post  Office  Department  shall  he  used  for 
the  payment,  in  such  manner  as  said  parties  may  jointly 
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determine,  of  postage  for  the  transmission  of  official  mail 
matter  in  connection  with  the  administration  of  unemploy¬ 
ment  compensation  systems  and  employment  services  by 
States  receiving  grants  herefrom. 

In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  said  Act  of  June  6, 
1933,  the  provisions  of  section  303  (a)  (1)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  as  amended,  relating  to  the  establishment 
and  maintenance  of  personnel  standards  on  a  merit  basis, 
shall  apply. 

None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  title  to  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security  for  grants-in-aid  of  State 
agencies  to  cover,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  cost  of  operation 
of  said  agencies  including  the  salaries  and  expenses  of  officers 
and  employees  of  said  agencies,  shall  be  withheld  from  the 
said  agencies  of  any  States  which  have  established  by  legis¬ 
lative  enactment  and  have  in  operation  a  merit  system  and 
classification  and  compensation  plan  covering  the  selection, 
tenure  in  office,  and  compensation  of  their  employees,  be¬ 
cause  of  any  disapproval  of  their  personnel  or  the  manner 
of  their  selection  by  the  agencies  of  the  said  States,  or  the 
rates  of  pay  of  said  officers  or  employees. 

Grants  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For  mak¬ 
ing,  after  May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  payments  to 
States  under  title  III  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended, 
and  under  the  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  as  amended,  for  the 
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first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year,  such  sums 
as  may  be  necessary,  the  obligations  incurred  and  the 
expenditures  made  thereunder  for  payments  under  such  title 
and  under  such  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  to  be  charged  to  the 
appropriation  therefor  for  that  fiscal  year. 

BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYEES*  COMPENSATION 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  necessary  administrative 
expenses  and  not  to  exceed  $46,000  for  the  Employees’ 
Compensation  Board  of  Appeals,  $1,947,000,  together  with 
not  to  exceed  $122,000  to  be  derived  from  the  War  Claims 
Fund  created  by  section  13  (a)  of  the  War  Claims  Act  of 
1948  (50  IT.  S.  C.  2012). 

Employees’  compensation  fund:  For  the  payment  of 
compensation  and  other  benefits  and  expenses  (except 
administrative  expenses)  authorized  by  law  and  accruing 
during  the  current  or  any  prior  fiscal  year,  including  pay¬ 
ments  to  other  Federal  agencies  for  medical  and  hospital 
services  pursuant  to  agreement  approved  by  the  Bureau  of 
Employees’  Compensation;  continuation  of  payment  of  bene¬ 
fits  as  provided  for  under  the  head  “Civilian  War  Benefits” 
in  the  Federal  Security  Agency  Appropriation  Act,  1947 ; 
the  advancement  of  costs  for  enforcement  of  recoveries  in 
third-party  cases;  the  furnishing  of  medical  and  hospital 
services  and  supplies,  treatment,  and  funeral  and  burial 
expenses,  including  transportation  and  other  expenses  inci- 
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dental  to  such  services,  treatment,  and  burial,  for  such 
enrollees  of  the  Civilian  Conservation  Corps  as  were  certified 
by  the  Director  of  such  Corps  as  receiving  hospital  services 
and  treatment  at  Government  expense  on  June  30,  1943, 
and  who  are  not  otherwise  entitled  thereto  as  civilian  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  United  States,  and  the  limitations  and  author¬ 
ity  of  the  Act  of  September  7,  1916,  as  amended  (5  U.  S.  C. 
796) ,  shall  apply  in  providing  such  services,  treatment,  and 
expenses  in  such  cases;  $30,000,000,  together  with  not  to 
exceed  $5,000,000  to  he  derived  from  the  War  Claims 
Fund  created  by  section  13  (a)  of  the  War  Claims  Act  of 
1948  (50  U.  S.  C.  2012)  and  to  he  available  for  payments 
pursuant  to  sections  4  (c)  and  5  (f)  of  such  Act,  which 
amounts  may  he  accounted  for  as  one  fund. 

BUREAU  OF  LABOR  STATISTICS 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
work  of  the  Bureau,  including  advances  or  reimbursement  to 
State,  Federal,  and  local  agencies  and  their  employees  for 
services  rendered,  and  not  to  exceed  $15,000  for  services 
as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 
(5  U.  S.  C.  55a) ,  $5,243,000. 

Revision  of  consumers’  price  index:  For  expenses  nec¬ 
essary  to  enable  the  Bureau  to  complete  the  revision  of  the 
Consumers’  Price  Index,  including  temporary  employees  at 
rates  to  be  fixed  b}^  the  Secretary  without  regard  to  the  civil 
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service  and  classification  laws  and  the  Federal  Employees 
Pay  Act  of  1945,  as  amended;  and  services  as  authorized  by 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ; 
$1,000,000. 

women’s  bureau 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
work  of  the  Women’s  Bureau,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of 
June  5,  1920  (29  U.  S.  C.  11-16),  including  purchase  of 
reports  and  material  for  informational  exhibits,  $389,000. 

WAGE  AND  HOUR  DIVISION 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  per¬ 
forming  the  duties  imposed  by  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  the  Act  to  provide  condi¬ 
tions  for  the  purchase  of  supplies  and  the  making  of  contracts 
by  the  United  States,  approved  June  30,  1936  (41  U.  S.  O. 
38),  including  reimbursement  to  State,  Federal,  and  local 
agencies  and  their  employees  for  inspection  services  ren¬ 
dered,  and  for  expenses  of  attendance  of  cooperating  officials 
and  consultants  at  conferences  concerned  with  the  work  of 
the  Division,  $8,000,000. 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  102.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 
salaries  and  expenses  shall  he  available  for  stenographic 
reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 

H.  E.  3709 - 2 
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August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  for  examination  of  esti¬ 
mates  of  appropriations  in  the  field,  and  for  expenses  of 
attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  function  or 
activity  for  which  any  such  appropriation  is  made. 

Sec.  103.  Not  to  exceed  5  per  centum  of  any  appro¬ 
priation  in  this  title  may  he  transferred  to  any  other 
such  appropriation  but  no  such  appropriation  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  by  more  than  5  per  centum  by  any  such  transfer: 
Provided,  That  no  such  transfer  shall  be  used  for  creation  of 
new  functions  within  the  Department. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Labor 
Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 

TITLE  II— FEDERAL  SECURITY  AGENCY 

AMERICAN  PRINTING  HOUSE  FOR  THE  BLIND 
Education  of  the  blind:  For  carrying  out  the  Act  of 
August  4,  1919,  as  amended  (20  U.  S.  C.  101) ,  $115,000. 

COLUMBIA  INSTITUTION  FOR  THE  DEAF 
Salaries  and  expenses:  For  the  partial  support  of 
Columbia  Institution  for  the  Deaf,  including  personal  services 
and  miscellaneous  expenses,  and  repairs  and  improvements, 
$390,000. 

FOOD  AND  DRUG  ADMINISTRATION 
Salaries  and  expenses:  For  necessary  expenses  for  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act,  as 
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1  amended  (21  U.  S.  C.  301-392,  Public  Law  459,  approved 

2  March  16,  1950)  ;  the  Tea  Importation  Act,  as  amended 

6  (21  U.  S.  C.  41-50)  ;  the  Import  Milk  Act  (21  U.  S.  C. 

4  141-149)  ;  the  Federal  Caustic  Poison  Act  (15  U.  S.  C. 

5  401-411)  ;  and  the  Filled  Milk  Act,  as  amended  (21  U.  S.  C. 

6  61-64)  ;  including  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  seven  pas- 

7  senger  motor  vehicles,  of  which  two  shall  be  for  replace- 

8  ment  only;  reporting  and  illustrating  the  results  of 

9  investigations;  purchase  of  chemicals,  apparatus,  and  scien- 

10  tific  equipment ;  not  to  exceed  $2,000  for  payment  in  advance 

11  for  special  tests  and  analyses  by  contract;  and  payment  of 

12  fees,  travel,  and  per  diem  in  connection  with  studies  of  new 
10  developments  pertinent  to  food  and  drug  enforcement  opera- 
44  tions;  $5,345,000. 

1,P>  Salaries  and  expenses,  certification  and  inspection  serv- 
10  ices:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  certification  or  inspec- 
I7  tion  of  certain  products  in  accordance  with  sections  406,  504, 
1®  506,  507,  604,  702 A,  and  706  of  the  Federal  Food,  Drug, 

19  and  Cosmetic  Act,  as  amended  (21  U.  S.  C.  346,  354,  356, ‘ 

20  357,  364,  372a,  and  376),  the  aggregate  of  the  advance 

21  deposits  during  the  current  fiscal  year  to  cover  payment  ot 

22  fees  by  applicants  for  certification  or  inspection  of  such  prod- 

23  ucts,  to  remain  available  until  expended.  The  total  amount 

24  herein  appropriated  shall  he  available  for  personal  services; 
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purchase  of  chemicals,  apparatus,  and  scientific  equipment; 
and  the  refund  of  advance  deposits  for  which  no  service  has 
been  rendered. 

\ 

fkeedmen’s  hospital 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for 
operation  and  maintenance,  including  repairs;  purchase  of 
one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replacement  only ;  furnishing, 
repairing,  and  cleaning  of  wearing  apparel  used  by 
employees  in  the  performance  of  their  official  duties;  transfer 
of  funds  to  the  appropriation  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Howard 
University”  for  salaries  of  technical  and  professional  person¬ 
nel  detailed  to  the  hospital ;  payments  to  the  appropriation  of 
Howard  University  for  instruction  of  nurses  and  actual  cost 
of  heat,  light,  and  power  furnished  by  such  university; 
$2,906,500:  Provided,  That  no  intern  or  resident  physician 
receiving  compensation  from  this  appropriation  on  a  full¬ 
time  basis  shall  receive  compensation  in  the  form  of  wages 
or  salary  from  any  other  appropriation  in  this  title. 

HOWARD  UNIVERSITY 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  the  partial  support  of  How¬ 
ard  University,  including  personal  services  and  miscella¬ 
neous  expenses  and  repairs  to  buildings  and  grounds, 
$2,525,000. 

Plans  and  specifications:  For  the  preparation  of  plans 
and  specifications  for  construction,  under  the  supervision  of 
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1  the  General  Services  Administration,  on  the  grounds  of 

2  Howard  University  of  a  pharmacy  building,  including  engi- 

3  neering  and  architectural  services,  advertising,  and  travel, 

4  $55,500,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

5  Construction  of  buildings:  For  construction  of  buildings 

6  on  the  grounds  of  Howard  University,  under  the  supervision 

7  of  the  General  Services  Administration,  to  remain  available 

^  8  until  expended,  as  follows : 

9  For  construction  of  a  pharmacy  building,  together  with 

10  alterations  and  installations  in  connection  with  such  con- 

r 

11  struction,  including  engineering  and  architectural  services, 

12  and  travel,  $904,500; 

13  For  payment  of  obligations  incurred  under  authority 

14  provided  under  this  head  in  the  First  Deficiency  Appropria- 

15  tion  Act,  1948,  as  amended  by  the  Second  Deficiency  Ap- 

)  16  propria  tion  Act,  1949,  to  enter  into  contracts  for  construction 

17  of  an  engineering  building,  $332,000. 

18  OFFICE  OF  EDUCATION 

19  Promotion  and  further  development  of  vocational  edu- 

20  cation:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  3  of  the 

21  Vocational  Education  Act  of  1946  (20  U.  S.  C.  15) ,  section 

22  4  of  the  Act  of  March  10,  1924  (20  U.  S.  C.  29) ,  and  sec- 

23  tion  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1931  (20  U.  S.  0.  30) 

24  and  the  Act  of  March  18,  1950  (Public  Law  462), 

25  $18,223,261:  Provided,  That  the  apportionment  to  the 
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States  under  the  Vocational  Education  Act  of  1946  shall 
he  computed  on  the  basis  of  not  to  exceed  $18,048,261  for 
the  current  fiscal  year:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of 
this  appropriation  shall  he  available  for  vocational  education 
in  distributive  occupations. 

Further  endowment  of  colleges  of  agriculture  and  the 
mechanic  arts:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  22 
of  the  Act  of  June  29,  1935  (7  U.  S.  0.  329) ,  $2,480,000. 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
Office  of  Education,  including  surveys,  studies,  investigations, 
and  reports  regarding  libraries;  fostering  coordination  of 
public  and  school  library  service;  coordination  of  library 
service  on  the  national  level  with  other  forms  of  adult 
education;  developing  library  participation  in  Federal  proj¬ 
ects  ;  fostering  Nation-wide  coordination  of  research  materials 
among  libraries,  interstate  library  coordination  and  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  library  service  throughout  the  country;  purchase, 
distribution,  and  exchange  of  educational  documents,  motion- 
picture  films,  and  lantern  slides;  collection,  exchange,  and 
cataloging  of  educational  apparatus  and  appliances,  articles 
of  school  furniture  and  models  of  school  buildings  illustrative 
of  foreign  and  domestic  systems  and  methods  of  education, 
and  repairing  the  same;  $3,253,000,  of  which  not  less  than 
$500,000  shall  be  available  for  the  Division  of  Vocational 
Education  as  authorized:  Provided,  That  all  receipts  from 


1  non-Federal  agencies  representing  reimbursement  for  ex- 

2  penses  of  travel  of  employees  of  the  Office  of  Education 

3  performing  advisory  functions  to  said  agencies  shall  be  de- 

4  posited  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  to  the  credit 

5  of  this  appropriation. 

6  Payments  to  school  districts:  For  payments  to  local 

7  educational  agencies  for  the  maintenance  and  operation  of 

8  schools  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  30,  1950 

9  (Public  Law  874) ,  $28,000,000. 

10  Grants  for  school  construction:  For  grants  for  emer- 

11  gency  school  construction  to  school  districts  in  feder- 

12  ally  affected  areas  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of 
18  September  23,  1950  (Public  Law  815) ,  to  remain  avail- 

14  able  until  expended,  $75,000,000,  of  which  $25,000,000  is 

15  for  payment  of  obligations  incurred  under  authority  provided 

16  under  this  head  in  the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act, 

17  1951 :  Provided,  That  no  portion  of  this  appropriation  shall 

18  be  available  for  reimbursement  payments  under  section  205 

19  (c)  (1)  of  such  Act  with  respect  to  school  facilities  com- 

20  pleted  before  July  1,  1951:  Provided  further,  That  in 

21  determining  relative  urgency  of  need  for  purposes  of  pre- 

22  scribing,  under  section  206  (d)  of  such  Act,  the  order  in 

23  which  certifications  for  payments  from  this  appropriation 

24  shall  be  made  (other  than  payments  in  liquidation  of  con- 

25  tractual  obligations  incurred  prior  to  July  1,  1951),  the 
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Commissioner  shall  give  special  consideration  to  the  extent 
to  which  the  school  facilities  are  needed  in  the  interests  of 
national  defense. 

OFFICE  OF  VOCATIONAL  REHABILITATION 

Payments  to  States  (including  Alaska,  Hawaii,  and 
Puerto  Pico)  :  Por  payments  to  States  (including  Alaska, 
Hawaii,  and  Puerto  Pico)  in  accordance  with  the  Voca¬ 
tional  Rehabilitation  Act,  as  amended  (29  U.  S.  C.,  ch.  4) , 
including  payments,  in  accordance  with  regulations  of  the 
Administrator,  for  one-half  of  necessary  expenditures  for  the 
acquisition  of  vending  stands  or  other  equipment  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  section  3  (a)  (3)  (C)  of  said  Act  for  the  use  of 
blind  persons,  such  stands  or  other  equipment  to  be  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  State  agency,  $20,475,000,  of  which  not  to 
exceed  $175,000  shall  he  available  to  the  Federal  Security 
Administrator  for  providing  rehabilitation  services  to  dis¬ 
abled  residents  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  as  authorized  by 
section  6  of  said  Act,  which  latter  amount  shall  he  available 
for  administrative  expenses  in  connection  with  providing 
such  services  in  the  District  of  Columbia:  Provided,  That 
not  to  exceed  15  per  centum  of  the  appropriation  shall  be 
used  for  administrative  purposes. 

Payments  to  States  (including  Alaska,  Hawaii,  and 
Puerto  Pico) ,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For  making,  after 
May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  payments  to  States  in 
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accordance  with  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Act,  as 
amended  (including  the  objects  specified  in  the  preceding 
paragraph) ,  for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding 
fiscal  year  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary,  the  obligations 
incurred  and  the  expenditures  made  thereunder  to  be  charged 
to  the  appropriation  therefor  for  that  fiscal  year:  Provided, 
That  the  payments  made  pursuant  to  this  paragraph  shall  not 
exceed  the  amount  paid  to  the  States  for  the  first  quarter  of 
the  current  fiscal  year. 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  in  car¬ 
rying  out  the  provisions  of  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation 
Act,  as  amended,  and  of  the  Act  approved  June  20,  1936 
(20  U.  S.  0.,  ch.  6A) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $3,000  for 
production,  purchase,  and  distribution  of  educational  films; 
$705,000. 

PUBLIC  HEALTH  SERVICE 

For  necessary  expenses  in  carrying  out  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  O.,  ch.  6A) 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Act) ,  and  other  Acts,  includ¬ 
ing  (with  the  exception  of  the  appropriation  “Pay,  and  so 
forth,  commissioned  officers,  Public  Health  Service”)  pur¬ 
chase  of  reports,  documents,  and  other  material  for  publica¬ 
tion;  preparation  and  display  of  posters  and  exhibits  by  con¬ 
tract  or  otherwise;  packing,  unpacking,  crating,  uncrating, 
H.  R.  3709 - 3 
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1  drayage,  and  transportation  of  personal  effects  of  commis- 

2  sioned  officers  and  transportation  of  their  dependents  on 

3  change  of  station;  and  increased  allowances  to  Reserve 

4  officers  for  foreign  service ;  as  follows : 

5  Venereal  diseases:  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  sections 

6  314  (a)  and  363  of  the  Act  with  respect  to  venereal  diseases, 

7  including  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  centers  for  the 

8  diagnosis,  treatment,  support,  and  clothing  of  persons  afflicted 

9  with  venereal  diseases ;  transportation  and  subsistence  of  such 

10  persons  and  their  attendants  to  and  from  the  place  of  treat- 

11  ment  or  allowance  in  lieu  thereof;  diagnosis  and  treatment 

12  (including  emergency  treatment  for  other  illnesses)  of  such 

13  persons  through  contracts  with  physicians  and  hospitals  and 

14  other  appropriate  institutions;  fees  for  case  finding  and 

15  referral  to  such  centers  of  voluntary  patients;  reasonable 

16  expenses  of  preparing  remains  or  burial  of  deceased  patients ; 

17  recreational  supplies  and  equipment;  leasing  of  facilities 

18  and  repair  and  alteration  of  leased  facilities;  the  purchase  of 

19  not  to  exceed  fifteen  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replace- 

20  ment  only,  and  for  grants  of  money,  services,  supplies, 

21  equipment,  and  use  of  facilities  to  States,  as  defined  in  the 

22  Act,  and  with  the  approval  of  the  respective  State  health 

23  authorities,  to  counties,  health  districts,  and  other  political 

24  subdivisions  of  the  States,  for  the  foregoing  purposes,  in  such 
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amounts  and  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Surgeon 
General  may  determine;  $11,700,000. 

Tuberculosis :  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  section  314 
(b)  of  the  Act,  $8,745,000. 

Assistance  to  States,  general:  To  carry  out  the  purposes 
of  section  314  (c)  of  the  Act;  to  provide  consultative  serv¬ 
ices  to  States  pursuant  to  section  311  of  the  Act;  to  make 
field  investigations  and  demonstrations  pursuant  to  section 
301  of  the  Act;  and  to  provide  for  collecting  and  compiling 
mortality,  morbidity,  and  vital  statistics  (including  procure¬ 
ment  by  contract  of  transcripts  of  State,  municipal,  and  other 
records) ,  including  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  ten  pas¬ 
senger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only;  $15,960,000. 

Communicable  diseases:  To  carry  out,  except  as  other¬ 
wise  provided  for,  those  provisions  of  sections  301,  311,  361, 
and  704  of  the  Act  relating  to  the  prevention  and  suppression 
of  communicable  and  preventable  diseases,  and  the  interstate 
transmission  and  spread  thereof,  including  the  purchase, 
erection,  and  maintenace  of  portable  buildings;  the  purchase 
of  not  to  exceed  twenty  passenger  motor  vehicles  and  two 
aircraft  for  replacement  only;  and  hire,  maintenance,  and 
operation  of  aircraft;  $6,090,000. 

Engineering,  sanitation,  and  industrial  hygiene:  Eor 
expenses,  not  otherwise  provided,  necessary  to  carry  out 
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1  those  provisions  of  sections  301,  311,  and  361  of  the  Act 

2  relating  to  sanitation  and  other  aspects  of  environmental 

3  health,  including  enforcement  of  applicable  quarantine  laws 

4  and  interstate  quarantine  regulations,  and  for  carrying  out 

5  the  purposes  of  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  (33  U.  S.  C. 

6  466-466  (j)  ),  including  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  eleven 
J  passenger  motor  vehicles,  of  which  nine  shall  he  for  replace- 

8  ment  only;  $3,710,000. 

9  Grants,  water  pollution  control:  For  grants  to  carry  out 

10  section  8  (a)  of  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  (33  U.  S. 

11  C.  466-466  (j)),  $900,000,  to  remain  available  imtil 

12  expended. 

13  Disease  and  sanitation  investigations  and  control,  Terri¬ 
ll  tory  of  Alaska:  To  enable  the  Surgeon  General  to  conduct, 

15  in  the  Service,  and  to  cooperate  with  and  assist  the  Territory 

16  of  Alaska  in  the  conduct  of,  activities  necessary  in  the  inves- 

17  tigation,  prevention,  treatment,  and  control  of  diseases,  and 

18  the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  health  and  sanitation 

19  services  pursuant  to  and  for  the  purposes  specified  in  sections 

20  301,  311,  314  (without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  sub- 

21  sections  (d) ,  (f) ,  (h) ,  and  (j)  and  the  limitations  set  forth 

22  in  subsection  (c)  of  such  section),  361,  363,  and  704  of 

23  the  Act,  including  the  purchase  of  one  passenger  motor 

24  vehicle,  and  hire,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  aircraft, 

25  $1,234,000:  Provided,  That  property  of  the  Public  Health 
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Service  located  in  Alaska  and  used  in  carrying  out  the  activi¬ 
ties  herein  authorized  may  he  transferred,  without  reimburse¬ 
ment,  to  the  Territory  of  Alaska  at  the  discretion  of  the 
Surgeon  General. 

Buildings  and  facilities,  Cincinnati,  Ohio:  Tor  payment 
of  obligations  incurred  pursuant  to  authority  granted  under 

the  head  “Buildings  and  facilities,  Cincinnati,  Ohio,”  Gen- 

■ 

eral  Services  Administration,  in  the  Independent  Offices 
Appropriation  Act,  1951,  $2,400,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

Grants  for  hospital  construction:  For  payments  for  hos¬ 
pital  construction  under  part  C,  title  VI,  of  the  Act,  as 
amended,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $175,000,000, 
of  which  $100,000,000  is  for  payment  of  obligations  incurred 
under  authority  heretofore  granted  under  this  head:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  allotments  under  such  part  C  to  the  several  States 
for  the  current  fiscal  year  shall  he  made  on  the  basis  of  an 
amount  equal  to  that  part  of  the  appropriation  granted  herein 
which  is  available  for  new  obligations. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  hospital  construction  services: 
For  salaries  and  expenses  incident  to  carrying  out  title  VI 
of  the  Act,  as  amended,  including  the  purchase  of  not  to 
exceed  three  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only, 
$1,195,000. 

H.  B.  3709 - 4 
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Hospitals  and  medical  care:  For  carrying  out  the  func¬ 
tions  of  the  Public  Health  Service  under  the  Act  of  August  8, 
1946  (5  U.  S.  0.  150),  and  under  sections  321,  322,  324, 
326,  331,  332,  341,  343,  344,  502,  504,  and  710  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  Act,  and  Executive  Order  9079  of 
February  26,  1942,  including  purchase  and  exchange  of  farm 
products  and  livestock;  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  fifteen  pas¬ 
senger  motor  vehicles,  including  four  ambulances,  for  replace¬ 
ment  only;  and  firearms  and  ammunition;  $30,200,000: 
Provided ,  That  when  the  Public  Health  Service  establishes 
or  operates  a  health  service  program  for  any  department  or 
agency,  payment  for  the  estimated  cost  shall  he  made  in 
advance  for  deposit  to  the  credit  of  this  appropriation. 

Foreign  quarantine  service:  For  carrying  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  sections  361  to  369  of  the  Act,  relating  to  preventing 
the  introduction  of  communicable  diseases  from  foreign  coun¬ 
tries,  the  medical  examination  of  aliens  in  accordance  with 
section  325  of  the  Act,  and  the  care  and  treatment  of 
quarantine  detainees  pursuant  to  section  322  (e)  of  the 
Act  in  private  or  other  public  hospitals  when  facilities  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  are  not  available,  including  insurance 
of  official  motor  vehicles  in  foreign  countries  when  required 
by  law  of  such  countries;  and  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed 
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twelve  passenger  motor  vehicles  of  which  ten  shall  be  for 
replacement  only;  $2,990,000. 

National  Institutes  of  Health,  operating  expenses:  For 
the  activities  of  the  National  Institutes  of  Health,  not  other¬ 
wise  provided  for,  including  research  fellowships  and  grants 
for  research  projects  pursuant  to  section  301  of  the  Act;  the 
regulation  and  preparation  of  biologic  products ;  the  purchase 
of  not  to  exceed  six  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replace¬ 
ment  only;  not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  entertainment  of  visit¬ 
ing  scientists  when  specifically  approved  by  the  Surgeon 
General;  erection  of  temporary  structures;  and  grants  of 
adrenocorticotropic  hormone  (ACTH),  cortisone,  and  other 
chemical  substances,  and  for  development  of  other  related 
compounds;  $15,500,000. 

National  Cancer  Institute:  To  enable  the  Surgeon 
General,  upon  the  recommendations  of  the  National  Ad¬ 
visory  Cancer  Council,  to  make  grants-in-aid  for  research 
and  training  projects  relating  to  cancer;  to  cooperate  with 
State  health  agencies,  and  other  public  and  private  non¬ 
profit  institutions,  in  the  prevention,  control,  and  eradica¬ 
tion  of  cancer  by  providing  consultative  services,  demonstra¬ 
tions,  and  grants-in-aid;  for  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed 
four  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only;  and  to 
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otherwise  carry  out  the  provisions  of  title  IV,  part  A,  of 
the  Act;  $19,500,000,  of  which  not  less  than  $4,625,000 
shall  be  available  exclusively  for  payment  of  obligations  for 
research  and  training  grants  incurred  under  authority  here¬ 
tofore  granted  under  this  head. 

Mental  health  activities:  For  expenses  necessary  for 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  sections  301,  302,  303,  311, 
312,  and  314  (c)  of  the  Act  with  respect  to  mental  diseases, 
$10,300,000,  of  which  not  less  than  $573,000  shall  he  avail¬ 
able  exclusively  for  payment  of  obligations  for  research  and 
training  grants  incurred  under  authority  heretofore  granted 
under  this  head. 

National  Heart  Institute:  For  expenses  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  National  Heart  Act,  including 
the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  two  passenger  motor  vehicles 
for  replacement  only,  $10,000,000. 

Dental  health  activities:  For  expenses  not  otherwise 
provided  for,  necessary  to  enable  the  Surgeon  General  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Act  with  respect  to  dental 
diseases  and  conditions,  $1,500,000. 

Construction  of  research  facilities:  For  construction  of 
research  facilities,  to  he  transferred  (except  such  part  as  may 
be  necessary  for  incidental  expenses  and  purchase  of  equip¬ 
ment  by  the  Public  Health  Service)  to  the  General  Services 


25 


1 

2 

3 

I 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 


Administration,  and  to  remain  available  until  expended,  as 
follows : 

For  continuation  of  construction  of  a  combined  hospital 
and  research  building  as  authorized  under  this  head  in  the 
Federal  Security  Agency  Appropriation  Acts  of  1949  and 
1950,  $10,400,000,  of  which  $10,000,000  is  for  payment  of 
obligations  incurred  under  authority  heretofore  granted  under 
this  head. 

For  payment  of  obligations  incurred  under  authority 
heretofore  granted  to  enter  into  contracts  for  construction  of 
auxiliary  service  area  structures,  as  authorized  under  this 
head  in  the  Federal  Security  Agency  Appropriation  Act, 

1950,  $300,000. 

For  payment  of  obligations  incurred  under  authority 
heretofore  granted  to  enter  into  contracts  for  construction  of 
additional  auxiliary  structures  as  authorized  under  this 
head  in  the  Federal  Security  Agency  Appropriation  Act, 

1951,  $350,000. 

For  purchase  and  installation  of  additional  equipment, 
supplies,  and  furnishings  for  structures  heretofore  provided 
under  this  head,  $6,640,000. 

Commissioned  officers,  pay,  and  so  forth:  For  pay,  uni¬ 
forms  and  subsistence  allowances,  increased  allowances  for 
foreign  service  and  commutation  of  quarters  for  not  to  exceed 
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one  thousand  five  hundred  regular  active  commissioned 
officers;  for  medals,  decorations,  and  retired  pay  of  regular 
and  reserve  commissioned  officers;  for  payment  of  claims  for 
private  property  lost,  destroyed,  captured,  abandoned,  or 
damaged  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States,  as 
authorized  by  law  (31  IT.  S.  0.  222c,  h;  42  U.  S.  C.  213)  ; 
and  for  six  months’  death  gratuity  pay  and  burial  payments 
for  regular  commissioned  officers;  $1,900,000,  and  the  Sur¬ 
geon  General  is  authorized  to  advance  to  this  appropriation 
from  appropriations  made  available  to  the  Public  Health 
Service  for  the  current  fiscal  year  such  additional  amounts  as 
may  be  necessary  for  pay  and  allowances  of  the  officers 
herein  authorized. 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  the  divisions  and  offices  of  the 
Office  of  the  Surgeon  General  and  for  miscellaneous  expenses 
of  the  Public  Health  Service  not  appropriated  for  elsewhere, 
including  conducting  research  on  technical  nursing  standards 
and  furnishing  consultative  nursing  services;  preparing  in¬ 
formation,  articles,  and  publications  related  to  public  health; 
conducting  studies  and  demonstrations  in  public  health 
methods ;  carrying  on  international  health  activities,  including 
not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  entertainment  of  officials  of  other 
countries  when  specifically  authorized  by  the  Surgeon  Gen¬ 
eral;  and  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  two  passenger  motor 
vehicles  for  replacement  only;  $2,850,000. 
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1  SAINT  ELIZABETHS  HOSPITAL 

2  Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 

3  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  hospital,  including  purchase 

4  of  not  to  exceed  three  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  re- 

5  placement  only,  clothing  for  patients  and  cooperation  with 

6  organizations  or  individuals  in  scientific  research  into  the 

7  nature,  causes,  prevention,  and  treatment  of  mental  illness, 

8  $2,135,000. 

0  Major  repairs  and  preservation  of  buildings  and  grounds : 

10  For  miscellaneous  construction,  alterations,  repairs,  and 

11  equipment,  on  the  grounds  of  the  hospital,  including  prepa¬ 
id  ration  of  plans  and  specifications,  advertising,  and  super- 

13  vision  of  construction,  $136,500,  to  remain  available  until 

14  expended:  Provided,  That  any  part  of  this  amount  may 

15  be  transferred  to  the  General  Services  Administration. 

16  SOCIAL  SECURITY  ADMINISTRATION 

17  Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Federal  Credit  Unions: 
L8  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  supervision  of  Federal  credit 

19  unions,  $175,000,  together  with  the  aggregate  of  amounts 

20  received  from  certificate,  supervision,  and  examination  fees 

21  collected  from  Federal  credit  unions  as  authorized  by  law. 

22  Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Old-Age  and  Sur- 

23  vivors  Insurance:  For  necessary  expenses,  including  pur- 

24  chase  of  four  passenger  motor  vehicles;  and  furnishing, 

25  repairing,  and  cleaning  of  wearing  apparel  and  equipment 
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used  by  building  guards;  not  more  than  $58,000,000  may 
be  expended  from  the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  insur¬ 
ance  trust  fund. 

Reimbursement  to  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  in¬ 
surance  trust  fund:  For  reimbursement  to  the  Federal  old- 
age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  for  administrative 
costs  and  for  benefits  paid  during  the  period  July  1,  1949 
through  August  31,  1950  to  the  survivors  of  veterans  of 
World  War  II  eligible  for  benefits  as  provided  under  section 
210  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  C. 
410),  $3,734,000. 

Grants  to  States  for  public  assistance:  For  grants  to 
States  for  old-age  assistance,  aid  to  dependent  children, 
aid  to  the  blind,  and  aid  to  the  permanently  and  totally 
disabled,  as  authorized  in  titles  I,  IV,  X,  and  XIV  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  TJ.  S.  0.,  ch.  7, 
subcli.  I,  IV,  and  X,  64  Stat.  477),  $1,250,000,000,  of 
which  such  amount  as  may  be  necessary  shall  be  available 
for  grants  for  any  period  in  the  prior  fiscal  year  subsequent 
to  March  31  of  that  year. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance: 
For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance, 
$1,600,000. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Children’s  Bureau :  For  necessary 
expenses  in  carrying  out  the  Act  of  April  9,  1912,  as 
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amended  (29  U.  S.  0.  18a) ,  and  title  V  of  the  Social  Security; 
Act,  as  amended  (42  IT.  S.  0.,  ch.  7,  subch.  V),  including 
purchase  of  reports  and  material  for  the  publications  of  the 
Children’s  Bureau  and  of  reprints  for  distribution,  $1,450,- 
000:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  any  appropriation  con¬ 
tained  in  this  title  shall  be  used  to  promulgate  or  carry 
out  any  instructions,  order,  or  regulation  relating  to  the  care 
of  obstetrical  cases  which  discriminate  between  persons 
licensed  under  State  law  to  practice  obstetrics:  Provided 
further,  That  the  foregoing  proviso  shall  not  be  so  construed 
as  to  prevent  any  patient  from  having  the  services  of  any 
practitioner  of  her  own  choice,  paid  for  out  of  this  fund,  so 
long  as  State  laws  are  complied  with :  Provided  farther,  That 
any  State  plan  which  provides  standards  for  professional 
obstetrical  services  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  the  State 
shall  be  approved. 

Grants  to  States  for  maternal  and  child  welfare:  Tor 
grants  to  States  for  maternal  and  child-health  services,  serv¬ 
ices  for  crippled  children,  and  child-welfare  services  as  au¬ 
thorized  in  title  V,  parts  1,  2,  and  3,  of  the  Social  Securitj^ 
Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  0.,  ch.  7,  subch.  V) . 
$30,000,000:  Provided,  That  any  allotment  to  a  State 
pursuant  to  section  502  (b)  or  512  (b)  of  such  Act  shall 
not  be  included  in  computing  for  the  purposes  of  subsections 
(a)  and  (b)  of  sections  504  and  514  of  such  Act  an  amount 
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expended  or  estimated  to  be  expended  by  the  State:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  allotted  on  a 
pro  rata  basis  among  the  several  States  in  proportion  to  the 
amounts  to  which  the  respective  States  are  entitled  for  the 
current  fiscal  year  by  reason  of  section  331  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  Amendments  of  1950. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Office  of  the  Commissioner:  For 
expenses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  the  Commissioner  for 
Social  Security,  $219,700,  together  with  not  to  exceed 
$110,300  to  be  transferred  from  the  Federal  old-age  and 
survivors  insurance  trust  fund. 

Grants  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For  mak¬ 
ing,  after  May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  payments 
to  States  under  titles  I,  IV,  V,  X,  and  XIV,  respec¬ 
tively,  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  for  the  first 
quarter  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year,  such  sums  as  may 
be  necessary,  the  obligations  incurred  and  the  expenditures 
made  thereunder  for  payments  under  each  of  such  titles  to 
be  charged  to  the  appropriation  therefor  for  that  fiscal  year. 

In  the  administration  of  titles  I,  IV,  V,  X,  and  XIV, 
respectively,  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  pay¬ 
ments  to  a  State  under  any  of  such  titles  for  any  quarter 
in  the  period  beginning  April  1  of  the  prior  year,  and  ending 
June  30  of  the  current  year,  may  be  made  with  respect  to 
a  State  plan  approved  under  such  title  prior  to  or  during 
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such  period,  but  no  such  payment  shall  be  made  with  respect 
to  any  plan  for  any  quarter  prior  to  the  quarter  in  which 
such  plan  was  submitted  for  approval. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  ADMINISTRATOR 

Salaries,  Office  of  the  Administrator:  Salaries,  Office  of 
the  Administrator,  $2,279,000,  together  with  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $403,000  to  he  transferred  from  the  Federal  old-age 
and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund :  Provided,  That  the 
Administrator  may  advance  to  this  appropriation  from  ap¬ 
propriations  of  constituent  organizations  of  the  Federal 
Security  Agency  such  sums  as  may  he  necessary  to  finance 
the  regional  office  activities  of  such  constituent  organizations. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Division  of  Service  Operations: 
For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  the  Administrator, 
including  salaries  for  the  Division  of  Service  Operations;  and 
purchase  of  one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replacement 
only;  $711,500,  together  with  not  to  exceed  $123,500  to 
be  transferred  from  the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  in¬ 
surance  trust  fund:  Provided,  That  the  Administrator  may 
advance  to  this  appropriation  from  appropriations  of  con¬ 
stituent  organizations  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  cover  the  charges  for  services, 
supplies,  equipment,  and  materials  furnished. 

Salaries,  Office  of  the  General  Counsel:  Salaries,  Office  of 
the  General  Counsel,  $412,000,  together  with  not  to  exceed 


32 


1  $22,950  to  be  transferred  from  the  appropriation  “Salaries 

2  and  expenses,  certification  and  inspection  services”,  and  not 

3  to  exceed  $389,000  to  be  transferred  from  the  Federal  old- 

4  age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund. 

5  Surplus  property  disposal:  For  expenses  necessary  for 

6  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  subsections  203  (j)  and  (k) 

7  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of 

8  1949,  as  amended,  relating  to  disposal  of  real  and  personal 

9  excess  property  for  educational  purposes  and  protection  of 

10  public  health,  $300,000. 

11  GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

12  Sec.  202.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 

• 

13  salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  examination  of 

14  estimates  of  appropriations  in  the  field,  and  for  payment 

15  in  advance  when  authorized  by  the  Federal  Security  Ad- 

16  ministrator  for  dues  or  fees  for  library  membership  in 

17  organizations  whose  publications  are  available  to  members 

18  only  or  to  members  at  a  price  lower  than  to  the  general 

19  public. 

20  Sec.  203.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 

21  salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  services  as 

22  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 

23  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  . 

24  Sec.  204.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available 

25  for  salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  travel  ex- 


1  penses  and  for  expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings  con- 

2  cerned  with  the  function  or  activity  for  which  any  such  ap- 

3  propriation  is  made. 

4  Sec.  205.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 

5  title  to  the  Social  Security  Administration  for  grants  in  aid 
b  of  State  agencies  to  cover,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  cost  of 
•  operation  of  said  agencies  including  the  salaries  and  expenses 

8  of  officers  and  employees  of  said  agencies,  shall  be  withheld 

9  from  the  said  agencies  of  anv  States  which  have  established 

10  by  legislative  enactment  and  have  in  operation  a  merit  sys- 

11  tern  and  classification  and  compensation  plan  covering  the 

12  selection,  tenure  in  office,  and  compensation  of  their  em- 
14  ployees,  because  of  any  disapproval  of  their  personnel  or  the 

14  manner  of  their  selection  by  the  agencies  of  the  said  States, 

15  or  the  rates  of  pay  of  said  officers  or  employees. 

16  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Security 

•  - '  ? 

11  Agency  Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 

18  TITLE  III— NATIONAL  LABOR  RELATIONS  1 

19  BOARD 

20  Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 

21  National  Labor  Relations  Board  to  carry  out  the  functions 

22  vested  in  it  by  the  Labor-Management  Relations  Act,  1947 

23  (29  U.  S.  0.  141-167),  and  other  laws,  including 

24  expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  work 

25  of  the  Board  when  specifically  authorized  by  the  Chairman 
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or  the  General  Counsel ;  and  services  as  authorized  by  section 
15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ; 
$8,300,000:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  to  organize  or  assist  in  organizing  agri¬ 
cultural  laborers  or  used  in  connection  with  investigations, 
hearings,  directives,  or  orders  concerning  bargaining  units 
composed  of  agricultural  laborers  as  referred  to  in  section 
2  (3)  of  the  Act  of  July  5,  1935  (49  Stat.  450),  and  as 
amended  by  the  Labor-Management  Relations  Act,  1947, 
and  as  defined  in  section  3  (f)  of  tbe  Act  of  June  25,  1938 
(52  Stat.  1060). 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “National  Labor  Relations 
Board  Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 

TITLE  IV— NATIONAL  MEDIATION  BOARD 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
National  Mediation  Board,  including  stenographic  reporting 
services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a) ,  $400,000. 

Arbitration  and  emergency  boards:  For  expenses  nec¬ 
essary  for  arbitration  boards  established  under  section  7  of 
the  Railway  Labor  Act,  as  amended  (45  U.  S.  C.  157), 
and  emergency  boards  appointed  by  the  President  pursuant 
to  section  10  of  said  Act  (45  U.  S.  O.  160) ,  including 
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stenographic  reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15 
of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a) ,  $150,000. 

NATIONAL  EAILEOAD  ADJUSTMENT  BOAED 
Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
National  Railroad  Adjustment  Board,  including  stenographic 
reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  ot 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a) ,  $600,000,  of  which  not 
less  than  $250,000  shall  be  available  for  compensation 
(at  rates  not  in  excess  of  $75  per  diem)  and  expenses  of 
referees  appointed  pursuant  to  section  3  of  the  Railway 
Labor  Act,  as  amended. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “National  Mediation  Board 
Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 

TITLE  V— RAILROAD  RETIREMENT  BOARD 
Payment  to  railroad  retirement  account:  For  an  annual 
premium  to  provide  for  the  payment  of  all  annuities,  pensions, 
and  death  benefits  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Acts  of  1935  and  1937,  as  amended 
(45  U.  S.  0.  228-228s) ,  and  for  expenses  necessary  for  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Board  in  the  administration  of  said  Acts 
as  may  be  specifically  authorized  annually  in  appropriation 
Acts,  there  is  hereby  appropriated  for  crediting  monthly  to 
the  railroad  retirement  account  for  the  fiscal  year  1952,  and 
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for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount 
covered  into  the  Treasury  (minus  refunds)  during  each  such 
fiscal  year  under  the  Railroad  Retirement  Tax  Act  (26 
U.  S.  C.  1500-1538)  :  Provided,  That  the  appropriation 
made  herein  for  the  fiscal  year  1952  shall  he  adjusted  hy  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  with  the  approval  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget,  in  such  manner  as  may  be  necessary  to  insure 
that  the  railroad  retirement  account  shall  be  credited  for  an 
amount  equal  to  the  amounts  covered  into  the  Treasury 
(minus  refunds)  prior  to  July  1,  1951,  under  said  Railroad 
Retirement  Tax  Act  and  under  the  Carriers  Taxing  Act  of 
1937,  as  amended,  less  (1)  amounts  credited  as  premiums 
to  the  railroad  retirement  account  (excluding  $334,429,100 
heretofore  appropriated  for  military  service  credits)  and 
(2)  amounts  properly  chargeable  as  administrative  expenses 
of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Board,  prior  to  July  1,  1951. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Railroad  Retirement  Board  (trust 
fund)  :  Bor  expenses  necessary  for  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Board,  including  not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  expenses  of  at¬ 
tendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  work  of  the  Board 
when  specifically  authorized  hy  the  Board;  and  stenographic 
reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act 
of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ;  $5,268,000,  to  he 
derived  from  the  railroad  retirement  account. 
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1  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Bailroad  Betirement 

2  Board  Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 

3  TITLE  VI— EEDEBAL  MEDIATION  AND 

4  CONCILIATION  SEBVICE 

5  Salaries  and  expenses:  Eor  expenses  necessary  for  the 

6  Service  to  carry  out  the  functions  vested  in  it  by  the  Labor- 

7  Management  Delations  Act,  1947  (29  U.  S.  C.  171-180, 

3  182),  including  expenses  of  the  Labor-Management  Panel 

9  as  provided  in  section  205  of  said  Act;  temporary  employ- 

10  ment  of  arbitrators,  conciliators,  and  mediators  on  labor 
14  relations  at  rates  not  in  excess  of  $75  per  diem;  expenses  of 

12  attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  labor  and  industrial 

13  relations;  and  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the 

14  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  D.  S.  C.  55a)  ;  $3,047,000. 

15  Boards  of  inquiry:  To  enable  the  Service  to  pay  neces- 

16  sary  expenses  of  boards  of  inquiry  appointed  by  the  Presi- 

17  dent  pursuant  to  section  206  of  the  Labor-Management 

18  Delations  Act,  1947  (29  U.  S.  C.  176-180,  182),  includ- 

19  ing  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August 
26  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  and  rent  in  the  District  of 

21  Columbia,  $50,000. 

22  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Eederal  Mediation  and 

23  Conciliation  Service  Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 
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TITLE  VII— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  701.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
this  Act  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salary  or  wages  of  any 
person  who  engages  in  a  strike  against  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organization 
of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike 
against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  who  ad¬ 
vocates,  or  is  a  member  of  an  organization  that  advocates, 
the  overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  by 
force  or  violence :  Provided,  That  for  the  purposes  hereof  an 
affidavit  shall  be  considered  prima  facie  evidence  that  the 
person  making  the  affidavit  has  not  contrary  to  the  provisions 
of  this  section  engaged  in  a  strike  against  the  Government  of 
the  United  States,  is  not  a  member  of  an  organization  of 
Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike  against 
the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  that  such  person 
does  not  advocate,  and  is  not  a  member  of  an  organization 
that  advocates,  the  overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  by  force  or  violence:  Provided  further,  That 
any  person  who  engages  in  a  strike  against  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organization 
of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike 
against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  who  advo¬ 
cates,  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organization  that  advocates, 
the  overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  by 
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force  or  violence  and  accepts  employment  the  salary  or 
wages  for  which  are  paid  from  any  appropriation  contained 
in  this  Act  shall  be  guilty  of  a  felony  and,  upon  conviction, 
shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $1,000  or  imprisoned  for  not 
more  than  one  year,  or  both:  Provided  further,  That  the 
above  penalty  clause  shall  be  in  addition  to,  and  not  in 
substitution  for,  any  other  provisions  of  existing  law. 

Sec.  702.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Labor-Federal 
Security  Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 
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1951  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  one  who  is  not 
afraM  that  our  countries  to  the  south 
will  not  stand  with  us  in  this  time  of 
grave  peril.  Our  hemisphere  is  united 
and  will  $tand  united. 

Mr.  DOYLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  congrat¬ 
ulate  the  members  of  our  Foreign  Affairs 
Committee  on  the  splendid  and  appro¬ 
priate  emphasis  they  are  making  this 
day  on  the  floor  of  this  great  legislative 
body  as  to  the  cordial,  friendly  under¬ 
standing  and  good  will  between  all  the 
pan-American  nations. 

My  birth,  together  with  my  lifelong 
residence,  having  been  in  the  Golden 
State  of  California,  I  probably  have 
more  awareness  of  the  vitality  toward 
international  peace  and  comity,  which 
comes- from  mutual  exchange  of  mutual 
respect,  and  of  mutual  interdependence 
and  confidence  as  extended  one  nation 
to  another,  than  otherwise  would  be 
possible. 

My  home  is  at  Long  Beach,  Los 
Angeles  County,  and  into  the  important 
Long  Beach-Los  Angeles  Harbor  come 
many,  many  ships  of  the  sea  from  pan- 
American  countries  to  the  south  of  my 
native  State.  It  has  been  my  pleasure 
to  learn  to  know  more  or  less  person¬ 
ally  some  of  the  residents  of  these  other 
pan-American  nations.  Some  of  them 
now  reside  in  my  home  city. 

I  well  recall  the  esteem  and  high  re¬ 
gard  which  came  to  me  as  a  result  of 
knowing  residents  of  those  South  Ameri¬ 
can  countries  who  participated  in  the 
American  Olympic  games  in  1932  in  Los 
Angeles.  In  relation  thereto,  I  had  the 
honor  and  responsibility  of  then  being 
the  Long  Beach  chairman  of  the  ar¬ 
rangements  for  the  magnificent  and  in¬ 
spiring  rowing  races  of  those  Olympic 
games;  all  of  which  rowing  races  were 
held  in  the  famous  Long  Beach  rowing 
stadium  which  then  and  now  is  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Long  Beach  Rec¬ 
reation  Commission,  a  charter-created 
commission  of  the  important  city  of 
Long  Beach — my  home  city,  if  you 
please,  and  of  which  I  am  very  proud. 

These  oarsmen,  Mr.  Speaker,  of  the 
southern  countries  in  their  rowing  races' 
were  distinctly  proud  and  capable  and 
achieved  a  great  deal  throughout  the 
country  to  the  end  of  comity  and  good 
will,  and  also  throughout  the  amateur 
sports  world.  I  found  all  of  those  ath¬ 
letes  from  the  southern  Pan-American 
nations  most  cordial  and  sincere  in  their 
expressions  of  esteem  and  high  regard 
for  the  peoples  of  the  United  States  and 
for  the  United  States  Government  it¬ 
self.  Another  incident  which  was  really 
inspiring  to  me  was  the  occasion  at  the 
Ford  Theater,  Washington,  D.  C.,  where 
Abraham  Lincoln  was  unfortunately  as¬ 
sassinated,  when  the  distinguished  son 
of  Alafaro,  the  former  president  of  Peru, 
presented  a  magnificent  bust  of  his  dis¬ 
tinguished  father  to  the  Abraham  Lin¬ 
coln  Museum  collection  at  the  Ford  The¬ 
ater.  It  was  my  very  great  pleasure  to 
preside  at  that  meeting. 

For  your  further  information,  I  will 
say  that  Alafaro,  the  deceased  president 
of  our  friends  to  the  south,  was  com¬ 
monly  known  in  his  lifetime  as  the 
Abraham  Lincoln  of  South  America.  His 
distinguished  descendants  and  admirers 


in  South  America  have  created  the  Ala¬ 
faro  Foundation  in  his  memory  because 
he  is  still  known  as  the  Abraham  Lin¬ 
coln  of  South  America. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  should  be  everlast¬ 
ingly  significant  that  the  highest  trib¬ 
ute  which  his  direct  descendants  and 
fellow  citizens  attribute  to  this  former 
president  of  this  pan-American  nation 
is  that  he  was  likened  to  our  own  wor*> 
thy  President,  Abraham  Lincoln. 

So,  I  am  pleased  to  make  these  ex¬ 
temporaneous  remarks.  I  extend  to  all 
the  peoples  in  all  the  nations  of  the 
Pan-American  lands  and  areas,  my  cor¬ 
dial  greetings  and  high  esteem  and  best 
wishes.  When  peoples  know  one  an¬ 
other,  their  chance  of  becoming  friends 
is  much  improved. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  extend  my  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  on  this  subject,  and 
include  some  supplementary  and  edi¬ 
torial  material. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

[Mr.  CRAWFORD  addressed  the 
House.  His  remarks  will  appear  here¬ 
after  in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  RICHARDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Rankin], 

Mr.  RANKIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to 
join  with  the  other  Members  of  the 
House  in  paying  tribute  to  the  people  of 
South  and  Central  America. 

I  particularly  want  to  pay  my  tribute 
to  one  of  the  greatest  leaders  South 
America  ever  produced.  I  refer  to  Gen¬ 
eral  Estegarribia,  former  President  of 
Paraguay.  Something  like  20  or  25  years 
ago  certain  big  oil  interests  undertook 
to  force  an  outlet  to  the  Pacific  Ocean 
for  the  oil  interests  in  Bolivia.  You  re¬ 
member  the  fight  over  Tacna  and  Arica, 
two  small  areas  on  the  west  coast  of 
South  America,  one  in  southern  Peru 
and  the  other  in  northern  Chile.  Those 
countries  would  not  give  them  up. 

Finally,  after  years  of  bickering,  they 
got  the  Bolivian  Army  together  and 
started  to  drive  down  through  Paraguay 
to  the  Parana  River  so  as  to  get  out  to 
the  Atlantic.  General  Estegarribia,  the 
President  of  Paraguay,  gathered  his 
army  together,  and  ran  them  back  onto 
Bolivian  soil.  In  the  meantime  that 
other  Tower  of  Babel  in  Europe,  known 
as  the  League  of  Nations,  branded  Para¬ 
guay  as  the  aggressor.  John  D.  Rocke¬ 
feller  had  given  the  League  of  Nations 
the  building  in  which  to  operate.  When 
Estegarribia  drove  them  out  of  Para¬ 
guay,  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Louisiana,  Senator  Huey  Long,  took  the 
floor  and  exposed  the  whole  scheme,  the 
whole  operation,  and  showed  the  in¬ 
justice  the  League  of  Nations  had  done 
in  branding  Paraguay  as  the  aggressor. 
His  speech  created  such  a  world  reper¬ 
cussion  that  the  heads  of  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  South  America  called  a  meeting 
and  stopped  that  war. 

I  did  not  want  this  opportunity  to  pass 
without  mentioning  this  incident.  Este¬ 
garribia  was  later  killed  in  an  airplane 
accident,  together  with  his  wife.  I  have 
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always  thought  that  his  plane  was 
sabotaged. 

Estegarribia  was  the  greatest  military 
leader  South  America  has  produced  since 
Bolivar.  He  contributed  more  toward 
checking  this  international  attempt  to 
interfere  in  the  domestic  affairs  of  the 
various  countries  than  any  other  man  of 
his  day. 

I  did  not  want  this  opportunity  to  pass 
without  somebody  paying  tribute  to  this 
great  South  American  leader,  for  his 
great  contribution  to  the  peace  and  se¬ 
curity  of  South  America,  in  blocking  the 
efforts  of  that  Tower  of  Babel,  known  as 
the  League  of  Nations,  and  certain  big 
oil  interests,  to  plunge  his  country  into 
war,  or  subordinate  his  people  to  the 
domination  of  foreign  powers. 

Mr.  RICHARDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
to  the  distinguished  majority  leader, 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
McCormack], 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
only  fitting  and  proper  that  the  House 
of  Representatives  pause  today  in 
commemoration  of  Pan-American  Day, 
which  took  place  a  few  days  ago,  this 
being  the  first  opportunity  for  the  House 
to  officially  conduct  exercises  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  celebration  of  Pan-Ameri¬ 
can  Day  of  this  year. 

The  very  fact  that  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  pauses  to  recognize  Pan- 
American  Day  and  the  speeches  made 
today  constitute  a  powerful  message  of 
understanding,  of  respect,  and  of  friend¬ 
ship  from  the  people  and  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States  to  the  people 
and  the  several  governments  of  South 
America. 

The  United  States  and  other  countries 
of  South  America  are  committed  to  the 
good-neighbor  policy.  It  takes  a  long 
while  for  such  a  policy  to  make  prog¬ 
ress.  We  should  not  despair  in  our  ef¬ 
forts  and  in  our  patience,  not  only  the 
United  States  but  the  governments  of 
South  America,  in  those  negotiations  and 
those  results  that  from  time  to  time  will 
represent  progress  in  more  firmly  estab¬ 
lishing  the  good-neighbor  policy  between 
the  countries  of  the  Western  Hemisphere. 

The  exercises  of  this  day  have  a  far 
greater  significance  than  last  year  and 
previous  years.  The  exercises  take  place 
at  a  time  when  world  history  is  in  the 
making  and  when  critical  conditions 
exist  throughout  the  world  that  consti¬ 
tute  serious  problems  to  the  leaders  and 
the  peoples  of  all  countries;  and  I  think 
we  might  stress  today  the  significance 
of  the  unity  of  action  and  unity  of  ob¬ 
jective;  because,  after  all,  the  people 
of  our  country  and  the  people  of  the 
several  South  American  countries  have 
the  same  common  heritage.  Despite  the 
difference  in  our  forms  of  government, 
we  have  the  same  common  purpose ;  and 
I  think  an  appreciation  of  the  common 
heritage  that  is  ours  arid  the  common 
objective  that  we  seek  and  the  exist¬ 
ence  of  an  understanding  mind  on  the 
part  of  the  responsible  officials  of  the 
several  governments  of  the  Western 
Hemisphere  will  bring  about  results  not 
only  favorable  to  our  country  and  the 
Western  Hemisphere,  but  also  favorable 
to  the  world  at  large. 

I  am  particularly  pleased,  and  as  some 
of  the  speakers  have  made  reference  to 
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it,  that  on  this  occasion  my  very  dear 
friend  and  one  whom  I  admire  very 
much,  Father  Joseph  F.  Thorning,  was 
invited  by  our  Chaplain,  Dr.  Braskamp, 
to  offer  prayer  on  this  specific  day,  hav¬ 
ing  in  mind  particularly  the  exercises 
in  relation  to  Pan-American  Day.  That 
shows  the  understanding  mind  that 
exists  among  our  people :  Dr.  Braskamp, 
a  minister  of  one  faith  inviting  Father 
Thorning,  a  Catholic  priest,  to  offer 
prayer  on  this  particular  occasion.  That 
of  itself  has  a  depth  that  we  all  appre¬ 
ciate  and  constitutes  a  message  that  will 
be  clearly  understood  by  the  peoples  of 
the  several  countries  of  South  America 
as  well  as  our  own  country. 

Father  Thorning  is  one  of  the  out¬ 
standing  priests  of  the  Catholic  Church 
and  an  outstanding  American.  It  is 
not  my  purpose  to  dwell  upon  him  at 
length,  because  as  he  is  present  on  the 
floor  of  the  House  and  knowing  his 
modest  nature,  I  am  aware  of  the  fact 
that  I  would  subject  him  to  pleasant 
embarrassment.  But  I  know  of  the  work 
that  Dr.  Thorning  has  done  in  the 
strengthening  and  the  increasing  of  the 
good  neighbor  policy  between  our  coun¬ 
try  and  the  countries  of  South  America. 
I  think  I  might  term  him,  and  term 
him  properly,  the  “missionary  of  good 
will,”  not  only  in  South  America,  but 
in  North  America  in  fostering  better 
understanding  between  the  peoples  and 
the  nations  of  the  Western  Hemisphere. 
Certainly  his  missionary  mind  as  a  priest 
has  been  strongly  evidenced  in  the  mis¬ 
sionary  work  he  has  done  here  and  in 
South  America  in  strengthening  and  ad¬ 
vancing  the  good  neighbor  policy.  We 
of  America  appreciate  what  he  has  done, 
and  I  know  the  people  of  South  America 
do  also.  The  exercises  conducted  today 
will  have  a  stimulating  effect  throughout 
the  Western  Hemisphere. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  South  Carolina 
[Mr.  Richards],  to  offer  a  resolution. 

Mr.  RICHARDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  resolution  (H.  Res.  200)  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Whereas  April  14,  the  founding  date  of  the 
Pan  American  Union  61  years  ago  by  the 
First  International  Conference  of  American 
States  in  Washington,  has  been  designated 
Pan-American  Day  and  is  traditionally  ob¬ 
served  by  the  legislatures  of  the  American 
Republics;  and 

Whereas  the  Pan  American  Union,  now 
secretariat  of  the  Organization  of  American 
States,  has  enlarged  its  program  for  the  pro¬ 
motion  of  economic,  social,  Juridical,  and 
cultural  relations,  as  set  forth  in  the  Charter 
of  the  Organization  of  American  States; 
and 

Whereas  the  House  of  Representatives  is 
of  the  conviction  that  pan-American  soli¬ 
darity,  based  on  friendship,  mutual  under¬ 
standing,  and  cooperation  among  the  States 
of  this  hemisphere,  is  of  the  highest  im¬ 
portance  to  the  welfare  and  progress  of  the 
peoples  of  the  Americas  and  to  the  world 
as  a  whole :  Therefore  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives  extend  its  most  cordial  greetings  to 
the  representative  bodies  of  each  of  the  other 
American  States  on  the  occasion  of  Pan- 
American  Day,  in  recognition  of  the  demo¬ 
cratic  ideals  shared  by  the  nations  of  the 
Americas  and  in  reaffirmation  of  hemispheric 
unity. 


Copies  of  the  present  resolution  shall  be 
distributed  through  appropriate  channels  to 
the  legislatures  of  the  other  American  States 
and  to  the  Secretary  General  of  the  Organ¬ 
ization  of  American  States. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  South 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  House  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

ACQUISITION  AND  DISPOSITION  OP  LAND 

BY  ARMY,  NAVY,  AIR  FORCE,  AND  FED¬ 
ERAL  CIVIL  DEFENSE  ADMINISTRATION 

Mr.  SABATH,  from  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  reported  the  following  privileged 
resolution  (H.  Res.  198,  Rept.  No.  328), 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calen¬ 
dar  and  ordered  to  be  printed: 

Resolved,  That  immediately  upon  the 
adoption  of  this  resolution  it  shall  be  in 
order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  3096)  relating  to  the  ac¬ 
quisition  and  disposition  of  land  and  inter¬ 
ests  in  land  by  the  Army,  Navy,  Air  Force, 
and  Federal  Civil  Defense  Administration. 
That  after  general  debate  which  shall  be 
confined  to  the  bill  and  continue  not  to 
exceed  1  hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minor¬ 
ity  member  of  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amend¬ 
ment  under  the  5-minute  rule.  At  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and 
report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted  and 
the  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 
ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion 
except  one  motion  to  recommit. 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  CERTAIN  NAVAL 
INSTALLATIONS 

Mr.  LYLE,  from  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  reported  the  following  privileged 
resolution  (H.  Res.  199,  Rept.  No.  329), 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calen¬ 
dar  and  ordered  to  be  printed: 

Resolved,  That  upon  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 
for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  3464) 
to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  to 
proceed  with  the  construction  of  certain 
naval  installations,  and  for  other  purposes. 
That  after  general  debate  which  shall  be 
confined  to  the  biff  and  continue  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  1  hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minor¬ 
ity  member  of  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amend¬ 
ment  under  the  5-minute  rule.  At  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and 
report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted  and 
the  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 
ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion 
except  one  motion  to  recommit. 

CALENDAR  WEDNESDAY  EUSINESS  DIS¬ 
PENSED  WITH 

Mr.  PRIEST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  business  in 
order  on  Calendar  Wednesday  of  this 
week  be  dispensed  with. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ten¬ 
nessee? 

There  was  no  objection. 


April  17 

DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR-FEDERAL  SECU¬ 
RITY  AGENCY  AND  RELATED  INDE¬ 
PENDENT  AGENCIES  APPROPRIATION 

BILL,  1952 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  tffe 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  3709)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Labor, 
the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and  re¬ 
lated  independent  agencies,  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for  other 
purposes:  and  pending  that  motion,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
general  debate  on  the  bill  continue  to¬ 
day,  the  time  to  be  divided  and  con¬ 
trolled  equally  between  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Schwabe]  and  my¬ 
self,  and  that  the  first  paragraph  may 
be  read  before  the  Committee  rises 
today. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  3709,  with  Mr. 
Price  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  v/as  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  35  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  very  happy  and 
privileged  to  bring  before  the  commit¬ 
tee  this  afternoon  for  its  consideration 
the  annual  appropriation  bill  for  the 
Department  of  Labor,  the  Federal  Secu¬ 
rity  Agency,  and  related  independent 
agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  1952. 

At  the  outset  may  I  say  that  I  do  not 
believe  there  is  a  committee  in  the 
House  of  Representatives,  whether  it  be 
a  legislative  committee  or  another  sub¬ 
committee  on  appropriations,  that  has 
been  more  diligent  or  more  sincere  in 
its  deliberations  than  has  this  particu¬ 
lar  subcommittee  during  the  past  2 
months  in  arriving  at  the  recommen¬ 
dations  we  are  going  to  present  to  you 
this  afternoon.  As  you  know,  the  mem¬ 
bership  of  the  subcommittee  was  in- 
increased  in  number  from  five  to  seven. 
We  held  hearings  for  about  5  weeks,  sit¬ 
ting  continuously.  In  other  years  we 
sometimes  adjourned  over  from  1  day  to 
another  due  to  the  fact  the  House  was 
not  in  session  or  because  we  had  other 
pressing  business  to  attend  to,  but  this 
year  for  the  first  time  since  I  have  been 
a  member  of  this  Subcommittee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  we  did  not  miss  1  day  of 
hearings  from  the  time  we  started  until 
we  finished.  The  attendance  of  the  vari¬ 
ous  subcommittee  members  was  practi¬ 
cally  100  percent. 

I  received  excellent  cooperation  from 
Members  on  the  Democratic  side  and  the 
Members  on  the  Republican  side,  and  I 
could  not  ask  for  any  better  relationship 
than  existed  between  the  members  of  the 
subcommittee.  We  have  as  the  rank¬ 
ing  minority  member  of  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  this  year  the  gentleman  from  Okla- 
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homa  [Mr.  Schwabe]  who  takes  the 
place  of  Mr.  Keefe,  of  Wisconsin,  who 
retired  last  year.  I  had  the  privilege 
of  serving  with  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Schwabe]  on  this  com¬ 
mittee  during  the  Eightieth  Congress. 
I  do  not  believe  there  is  a  more  sincere, 
a  more  able  minority  Representative 
than  is  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
rMr.  Schwabe],  I  am  very  happy  to 
see  him  back  this  year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  believe  we  have  a 
good  bill  to  present  to  the  House.  We 
believe  that  we  have  shown  a  keen  sense 
of  economy  that  will  stand  up  in  gen¬ 
eral  debate  and  when  the  bill  is  read 
under  the  5-minute  rule  tomorrow,  at 
which  time  it  will  be  open  for  amend¬ 
ment.  I  think  that  speaks  well  for  the 
committee,  and  I  know  I  speak  for  the 
committee  this  afternoon  when  I  say 
we  are  proud  to  have  such  a  bill  to  send 
to  the  House,  and  that  a  great  deal  of 
credit  must  be  given  to  our  very  efficient 
and  able  Clerk,  Paul  Wilson,  who  has 
been  with  this  committee  for  the  past 
5  years.  He  has  been  very  diligent. 
He  knows  all  of  the  ins  and  outs  of  the 
agencies  represented  in  this  appropria¬ 
tion' bill,  and  he  has  done  a  splendid 
job  for  the  committee.  This  year  for 
the  first  time  we  had  an  Assistant  Clerk, 
Carson  Culp,  who  has  been  of  outstand¬ 
ing  value  to  the  committee  and  has  done 
a  very  able  job  in  his  first  year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  my  opinion  this  is 
one  of  the  most  difficult  appropriation 
bills  on  which  to  show  greater  economy 
recommendations.  I  do  not  believe  you 
will  consider  an  appropriation  bill  this 
year  that  will  have  more  appeal  to  the 
general  public  and  to  humanity,  not  only 
in  this  country,  but  throughout  the 
world,  than  this  bill. 

There  are  many,  many  places  in  this 
bill  where  the  committee’s  hands  are 
tied  and  we  cannot  show  substantial  sav¬ 
ings.  By  that  I  mean  when  the  legis¬ 
lation  was  enacted  they  made  certain 
determinations,  particularly  in  grants 
to  States,  that  we  have  to  match  when 
expenditures  are  made  by  the  States, 
and  the  committee  has  no  control  over 
the  appropriations  in  that  particular 
respect.  All  in  all,  it  looks  like  a  big  bill 
and  the  percentage  cut  does  not  look 
very  large,  but  outside  of  the  grants  to 
the  States  and  those  sums  where  the 
committee  has  virtually  no  control  I 
think  we  have  cut  more  out  of  this  bill 
this  year  than  this  subcommittee  has 
ever  cut  since  I  have  been  a  member  of 
it.  We  have,  in  fact,  made  some  reduc¬ 
tions  in  several  grant  items,  but  there 
are  certain  inescapable  limitations  on 
the  extent  to  which  we  can  go  as  a  com¬ 
mittee. 

I  think  the  easiest  way  to  follow  the 
bill  will  be  to  refer  to  the  report.  On 
page  2  you  will  see  a  summary  of  the  es¬ 
timates  and  appropriations.  Then  on 
page  3  we  have  a  table  showing  the 
breakdown  for  the  Department  of  La¬ 
bor  and  then  on  page  7  we  show  a  break¬ 
down  for  the  Federal  Security  Agency. 
You  wili  note  on  the  top  of  page  2  that 
grand  total  appropriations  recommend¬ 
ed  by  the  budget  for  1952  were  $2,732,- 
253,760.  The  committee  is  recommend¬ 
ing  $2,642,279,961,  or  a  reduction  of 


$89,973,799  in  the  estimates  presented. 
..This  over-all  amount  includes,  under  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Board,  an  increase 
of  $174,995,076  included  in  a  $613,000,- 
000  item.  This  item  has  given  the  com¬ 
mittee  a  great  deal  of  concern  for  the 
past  2  or  3  years  and  we  have  given  con¬ 
siderable  study  to  it.  This  is  an  item 
that  should  not  be  included  in  this  par¬ 
ticular  bill  and  therefore  in  the  table  on 
page  2  of  the  report,  to  give  more  real¬ 
istic  figures  of  what  we  are  recommend¬ 
ing  in  the  way  of  true  charges  on  the 
general  revehue,  the  appropriation  for 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Board,  you  will 
note,  is  not  included  in  the  totals.  I 
think  you  know  that  this  is  not  an  ap¬ 
propriation  out  of  the  general  revenues, 
in  the  usual  sense,  but  represents  taxes 
imposed  upon  railroad  employees  and 
the  railroads  which  are  collected  and  put 
into  the  Treasury  and  then  made  avail¬ 
able  to  the  railroad  retirement  trust 
fund.  But  the  way  it  has  been  handled 
in  the  past  it  does  cost  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment — that  is,  the  general  taxpay¬ 
er — about  $4,500,000  for  interest  charges 
on  the  money  the  Treasury  borrows  in 
order  to  advance  funds  to  the  Board  be¬ 
fore  the  taxes  are  collected  from  the  em¬ 
ployees  and  the  employers.  We  have 
never  been  able  to  guess — and  that  is 
what  it  amounts  to — accurately  a  year 
or  more  in  advance  what  those  tax  col¬ 
lections  would  be,  so  in  the  bill  we  rec¬ 
ommend  a  new  method  of  appropriation 
to  cure  the  situation  and  at  the  same 
time  make  a  savings  of  about  $4,500,000 
a  year.  Therefore,  as  I  said,  we  have 
set  that  item  aside  and  not  added  it  in 
the  totals — it  distorts  them  when  we 
include  it. 

You  will  notice  in  the  Department  of 
Labor  for  1951  they  had  available 
$230,906,360. 

The  budget  estimates  for  1952  are 
$231,289,000.  •  The  committee  bill  is 
$223,506,500,  which  shows  a  reduction 
from  the  budget  estimates  of  $7,782,500. 
And  I  think  one  of  the  most  significant 
things  we  can  point  out  to  the  House 
is  that  we  show  not  only  a  cut  below  the 
budget  estimates  for  1952  but  in  practi¬ 
cally  every  agency  of  the  Department  of 
Labor  we  also  show  a  reduction  from 
what  they  had  available  in  1951.  I  think 
that  is  important,  and  I  hope  Members 
will  take  note  of  that  fact  and  keep  it  in 
mind.  You  do  not  always  see  that. 

In  order  to  show  that,  if  you  will  refer 
to  the  latter  part  of  the  report  and  fol¬ 
low  the  various  items  right  down  you  will 
see  the  cuts  in  the  budget  estimates,  and 
then  in  the  next  to  the  last  column  you 
will  see  the  cuts  below  1951  for  each 
appropriation.  In  practically  every 
agency  we  show  a  cut  below  1951.  That 
is  why  I  say  I  think  this  committee  has 
done  a  splendid  job.  As  I  said,  you  do 
not  always  see  that. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  Percentage¬ 
wise,  how  much  have  you  reduced  this 
bill  as  compared  with  the  request  of  the 
budget? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  cannot  give  a  real¬ 
istic  answer  to  that  question,  offhand, 
because  of  the  situation  in  which  we  find 


ourselves.  If  the  gentleman  will  bear 
with  me  for  just  a  few  minutes,  and  if  he 
will  follow  me  on  page  3,  the  table  in 
the  report  dealing  with  the  Department 
of  Labor,  I  will  indicate  what  I  mean. 

The  Department  of  Labor  asked  this 
year  for  $231,289,000,  which  is  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $300, 000-plus  over  what  they 
had  available  in  1951.  However,  out  of 
that  $231,289,000,  you  will  see  in  the  first 
item,  grants  to  States  for  employment 
security  program,  $165,560,000,  which  is 
74  percent  of  the  entire  total  for  the 
Department.  We  cut  that  item  $4,000,- 
000,  but  that  again  is  something  that  is 
not  a  charge  on  the  general  revenues, 
but  is  a  tax  of  three-tenths  of  1  percent 
that  is  applied  on  employers  for  admin¬ 
istration  purposes.  I  may  say  that  even 
though  they  would  have  $165,560,000  to 
spend  in  this  coming  fiscal  year  for  the 
employment  security  program  in  all  the 
States,  for  administrative  purposes,  they 
expect  to  collect  in  taxes  some  $97,000,- 
000  more  than  that.  That  excess  would 
be  in  the  Federal  Treasury.  Every  year 
we  show  a  surplus  over  what  is  being 
spent  for  administration  as  compared  to 
the  tax  collection. 

What  I  am  trying  to  stress  is  that  just 
one  item  in  the  Department  of  Labor, 
which  we  must  provide  for,  amounts  to 
74  percent  of  the  total  appropriations  for 
the  Department. 

The  next  item  is  the  employees  injury 
compensation  fund,  which  shows  an 
amount  of  $30,000,000.  That  is  another 
amount  over  which  we  have  virtually  no 
control.  When  covered  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  are  injured  in  line  of  duty  we 
have  to  meet  what  has  been  determined 
to  be  the  cost  of  their  injury  benefit  pay¬ 
ments.  The  present  expenditure  rate  is 
running  at  about  $2,500,000  a  month. 
Last  year  we  cut  them  about  $3,000,000, 
but  we  had  to  give  them  a  supplemental 
appropriation  only  a  few  weeks  ago  of 
$3,000,000  to  meet  the  obligations.  That 
item  amounts  to  another  14  percent. 

So,  in  the  Department  of  Labor,  88 
percent  of  total  appropriations  is  made 
up  of  those  two  items  about  which  there 
is  nothing  that  the  committee  can  do. 
That  leaves  just  12  percent  for  all  other 
items,  which  in  the  committee  bill  totals 
$27,946, 5C0.  That  is  a  cut  of  $2,782,500 
below  estimates  and  $2,820,860  below 
1951.  That  is  practically  a  10  percent 
cut. 

Referring  to  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  on  page  7,  of  the  report,  we  see 
practically  the  same  situation.  For  the 
Federal  Security  Agency  the  budget  gave 
us  an  estimate  of  $1,874,887,260.  The 
committee  bill  allows  $1,793,226,461, 
which  is  a  cut  of  $81,660,799,  and  which  is 
also  $14,743,619  below  what  they  had  in 
1951.  I  want  to  emphasize  that — we 
have  not  been  content  to  merely  show 
savings  below  estimates,  but  we  have 
also  made  cuts  which  in  total  bring  the 
bill  below  1951  amounts. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  With  reference 
to  the  cut  that  the  gentleman  just  men¬ 
tioned,  is  that  with  respect  to  employ¬ 
ment? 
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Mr.  FOGARTY.  Does  the  gentleman 
have  reference  to  the  Department  of 
Labor? 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  Yes,  my  under¬ 
standing  was  that  they  are  asking  for 
more  employees  than  they  had  last  year. 
How  in  the  world  did  you  take  care  of 
that? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  remember  where 
someone  had  said  they  read  in  the  news¬ 
paper  that  they  were  asking  for  five- 
hundred-and-some-odd  more  employees 
for  the  Department  of  Labor. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  was  for  defense 
activities,  and  as  the  gentleman  perhaps 
remembers,  a  week  ago  we  had  the  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  before  us  for  the  defense 
agencies,  and,  as  I  remember,  the  only 
thing  that  was  granted  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  was  in  the  apprenticeship 
training  program.  All  of  those  requests 
were  cut  out  by  the  House  only  last  week 
when  we  had  the  defense  agencies  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  before  us. 

With  reference  to  what  the  gentleman 
mentioned  about  the  hiring  of  500  addi¬ 
tional  men,  that  was  not  in  the  going 
program.  That  was  for  some  project  in 
the  future,  because  of  defense  items 
which  they  tried  to  justify  before  the 
committee  only  within  the  last  2  or  3 
weeks,  before  a  special  subcommittee 
which  was  set  up  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  What  I  am  try¬ 
ing  to  find  out  is  whether  or  not  the  cut 
or  the  reduction  here  might  be  made  up, 
as  the  gentleman  just  suggested,  in  an 
appropriation  for  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  or  some  other  agency.  In  other 
words,  I  was  just  wondering  if  the  appro¬ 
priation  was  being  shifted  about  or 
whether  it  is  a  real  cut. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  No,  the  cut  that  we 
are  justifying  today  is  a  cut  against  the 
going  department  programs.  It  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  defense  activities 
of  the  Department  of  Labor. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  I  thank  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FORD.  In  the  hearing  it  was 
brought  out  that  there  were  88  projects 
under  the  Hospital  Construction  Act 
which  were  in  need  of  funds  because  of 
prior  commitments  of  one  sort  or 
another.  As  I  understand  the  bill,  those 
88  projects,  if  the  appropriations  are  left 
as  they  are,  will  receive  their  Federal 
contribution.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Let  me  explain  it 
this  way.  Under  the  bill  we  make  no 
demands  on  the  agency  for  that  at  all. 
There  are  those  88  projects  throughout 
the  country.  Those  88  projects  particu¬ 
larly  were  affected  by  the  cutbacks  made 
by  the  Budget  Bureau  last  fall.  They 
are  prospects  where  they  had  already 
acquired  the  land  and  had  plans  drawn 
and  had  borrowed  or  otherwise  obtained 
the  money  for  their  share.  Many  of 
them  are  paying  interest  on  the  money 
they  have  borrowed.  It  will  cost  about 
$33,000,000  as  the  Federal  share  to  com¬ 
plete  those  88  projects.  Those  projects 
are  not  determined,  the  priority  is  not 
determined,  on  the  Federal  level.  The 
priority  is  determined  by  the  State  Hos¬ 


pital  Authority,  however  it  is  set  up  in 
a  particular  State.  I  would  presume,  as 
I  think  the  other  members  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  presume,  that  the  $75,000,000 
that  we  are  appropriating  for  this  next 
fiscal  year  for  projects  will  be  handled 
that  way.  The  88  projects  will  no  doubt 
get  top  priority  in  the  States,  and  they 
will  I  assume  be  the  first  ones  to  be 
taken  care  of  in  this  next  fiscal  year. 
I  would  presume  that  would  be  the  case. 

Mr.  FORD.  Has  the  handling  of  those 
cases  been  materially  helped  by  the 
transfer  of  $75,000,000  from  contract  au¬ 
thorizations  to  a  cash  expenditure? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  No.  That  has  noth¬ 
ing  at  all  to  do  with  it.  As  you  know, 
the  law  authorized  $75,000,000  a  year  un¬ 
til  the  Congress  changed  it  2  years  ago. 
At  that  time  they  authorized  $150,000,- 
000  for  hospital  construction;  but  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  allowed  only  $75,- 
000,000.  What  we  are  doing  now  is  get¬ 
ting  away  from  contract  authorizations, 
committing  future  Congresses,  and  we 
are  simply  appropriating  actual  cash. 
Last  year  we  had  $75,000,000  contract  au¬ 
thorization  for  this  particular  program. 
That  has  been  wiped  out.  We  are  ap¬ 
propriating  actual  cash  this  year  instead 
of  giving  contract  authority. 

Now,  continuing  with  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency  as  I  did  with  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor.  If  you  will  follow  this 
table  on  page  7,  you  will  see  just  what  I 
mean. 

The  first  item  listed  there  is  public  as¬ 
sistance  grants,  $1,300,000,000  estimate. 
That  item  in  the  bill  is  70  percent  of 
total  appropriations  for  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency,  and  we  cannot  do  any¬ 
thing  about  it.  We  are  bound  by  law 
to  match  the  money  that  is  put  up  by 
the  States.  As  an  appropriations  com¬ 
mittee  we  cannot  do  anything  about  it 
unless  you  change  the  basic  law. 

Mr.  VORYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  VORYS.  I  notice  it  say  the  com¬ 
mittee  allowed  $1,250,000,000,  which 
would  appear  to  be  a  less  amount  than 
the  estimate. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  It  is  $50,000,000  be¬ 
low  the  estimate,  because  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  Social  Security  Act  which 
the  Congress  passed  a  year  ago.  By  lib¬ 
eralizing  the  social-security  law,  a  num¬ 
ber  of  people  dropped  off  the  public- 
assistance  rolls  in  various  States.  As  a 
consequence  they  will  need  less,  as  we 
see  it.  They  will  not  be  putting  up  as 
much  money  in  1952.  This  budget  was 
gotten  up  several  months  ago  when  the 
rate  of  unemployment  throughout  the 
country  was  higher  than  it  is  today,  be¬ 
fore  the  social-security  amendments 
had  taken  full  effect.  Also,  the  new 
program  for  aid  to  needy  disabled  has 
not  gotten  underway  as  rapidly  as  first 
anticipated.  They  are  not  going  to 
spend  all  of  their  current  appropriation. 
We  have  attempted,  in  recommending 
$1,250,000,000  to  set  forth  what  appears 
to  be  the  total  needed  to  match  State 
and  local  expenditures. 

Mr.  VORYS.  So"  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  estimate  and  the  committee 
bill,  $50,000,000,  is  not  a  cut  in  the 
amount  that  is  needed  for  public  assist¬ 
ance? 


Mr.  FOGARTY.  Not  a  cut  as  to  needs 
in  individual  cases. 

Mr.  VORYS.  As  you  say,  that  is  fixed 
by  law? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  is  right.  We 
have  to  match  State  and  local  expendi¬ 
tures.  We  think  we  have  allowed  enough 
to  do  that.  That  one  item  takes  up  70 
percent  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency 
total. 

The  second  item  listed  is  school  con¬ 
struction  and  maintenance  in  federally 
impacted  areas.  That  is  something  new 
that  this  committee  had  to  take  up  this 
year.  That  is  6  percent  of  the  total.  We 
have  never  had  that  in  the  bill  before. 
It  shows  an  increase  in  this  bill  of  $55,- 
500,000  over  1951  funds  to  date.  The 
Congress  last  year  passed  Public  Laws 
815  and  874,  dealing  with  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  schools  in  impacted  areas  and  on 
Federal  property,  due  to  the  defense  and 
other  Federal  activities.  Just  one  class 
of  projects  can  be  illustrated  by  refer¬ 
ence  to  school  facilities  in  such  areas 
as  the  atomic  energy  project  in  South 
Carolina.  Those  types — and  they  are 
relatively  small,  dollarwise — are  esti¬ 
mated  at  $18,000,000  for  school  facilities. 
The  law  which  gives  Federal  aid  to  those 
impacted  areas  for  maintenance  of 
schools  is  another  item  over  which  we 
have  virtually  no  control.  The  purpose 
of  the  bills  was  to  take  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior,  the  Defense  De¬ 
partment,  and  ether  agencies,  all  of 
these  school  activities  and  center  them 
in  one  place.  It  shows  a  huge  increase 
in  our  bill  this  year.  Although  we  are 
giving  them  $103,000,000  for  those  two 
bills  in  1952,  they  told  us  in  the  hear¬ 
ings  that  they  had  sent  a  request  to  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  for  an  additional 
$100,000,000  for  expenditure  in  fiscal 
year  1951.  Only  3  days  ago  I  learned 
that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  had  al¬ 
lowed  $50,000,000  of  that  request,  and 
that  $50,000,000  request  has  gone  to  the 
Senate  because  we  had  concluded  hear¬ 
ings  on  the  supplemental  bill. 

That  is  another  place  where  our  hands 
are  tied.  The  next  place  is  on  the  hos¬ 
pital-construction  program. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  In  just  a  minute;  I 
want  to  finish  this  item  and  then  I  will 
return. 

The  other  is  the  hospital-construction 
program,  which  is  10  percent  of  the  total. 
That  shows  an  increase  of  $65,000,000, 
but  that  is  without  the  contractual  obli¬ 
gations  that  we  have  had  in  prior  years. 
We  are  appropriating  in  1952  on  a  cash 
basis.  That  is  why  that  shows  as  an  in¬ 
crease  this  year.  In  future  years  it  will 
not  show  as  an  increase  because  we  are 
getting  away  from  contract  authority 
in  favor  of  cash  and  against  committing 
'future  Congresses  to  something  'that  we 
might  do.  So  those  three  items  in  Fed¬ 
eral  Security  amount  to  86  percent  of  the 
total.  That  leaves  14  precent  for  all 
other  items,  including  the  entire  public 
health  program,  including  the  George- 
Barden  Vocational  Education  Act,  ‘in¬ 
cluding  the  Children’s  Bureau,  vocation¬ 
al  rehabilitation,  and  all  other  items 
where  we  give  grants  to  States.  We  have 
cut  the  estimates  for  those  items  by  $11,- 
660,799.  That  is  also  $2,493,619  below 
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what  they  had  in  1951.  Here  again  we 
not  only  cut  below  the  1952  budget  esti¬ 
mates  but  we  go  below  what  they  had 
to  operate  with  in  1951. 

So,  in  the  total  appropriations  for  Fed¬ 
eral  Security,  we  cut  $81,660,799  below 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  but  the  total 
is  $88,006,381  over  what  they  have  avail¬ 
able  in  1951  up  to  date.  However,  when 
we  subtract  the  $102,750,000  in  contract 
authority  they  had  in  1951,  but  -will  not 
have  in  1952,  it  shows  a  reduction  of 
$14,743,619  below  what  they  have  so  far 
in  fiscal  year  1951. 

I  now  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Kentucky. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Getting  back  to  the 
grants  for  school  aid  in  the  federally 
impacted  areas.  I  notice  the  gentleman 
stated  that  last  year  was  the  first  appro¬ 
priations  made  for  construction  grants 
and  for  maintenance  and  operation  in 
federally  impacted  areas  under  Public 
Laws  815  and  874,  is  not  that  correct? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Those  laws  were  en¬ 
acted  during  the  Eighty-first  Congress. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  For  construction  in 
1951  fiscal,  we  appropriated  $24,500,000 
and  gave  them  contract  authority  of 
$25,000,000.  They  are  going  to  a  straight 
cash  basis  in  1952  fiscal. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Can  the  gentleman 
tell  the  membership  of  this  committee 
whether  or  not  the  Office  of  Education 
now  has  hundreds  of  applications  that 
they  cannot  do  anything  with  or  grant 
any  funds  in  these  various  areas 
throughout  the  United  States  because  of 
the  insufficiency  of  the  appropriation? 
Am  I  correct  in  that  statement? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  gentleman  is 
correct.  They  testified  before  the  com¬ 
mittee — and  this  was  several  weeks  ago — 
that  they  had  just  adopted  a  policy  of 
refusing  to  take,  or  approve,  further 
applications.  As  I  remember,  they  set 
February  28,  1951,  as  the  cut-off  date 
because  they  had  no  money  to  cover  ap¬ 
plications  after  that  date.  That,  in 
essence,  was  the  situation  when  we  held 
the  hearings. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  And  because  of  the 
inadequacy  of  the  appropriation  during 
the  past  year  no  applications  were  con¬ 
sidered  or  honored  after  February  of 
this  year — because  of  lack  of  funds. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  in  essence  is 
correct.  But  perhaps  you  could  not 
blame  them,  and  you  could  not  blame 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  be¬ 
cause  we  did  not  last  fall  know  what  the 
full  requirements  were  going  to  be,  and 
in  fact,  do  not  yet  know  exactly  what  the 
total  will  be.  When  the  Government 
makes  determinations  to  reopen  military 
installations  and  operate  these  new  war 
plants  in  various  areas,  I  think  the  local 
communities  expect  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  pay  its  share  and  to  see  to  it 
that  these  school  children  get  an  ade¬ 
quate  education. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  And  if  the  increased 
appropriation  is  not  granted  which  the 
gentleman  has  spoken  in  favor  of  this 
afternoon,  or  referred  to,  communities 
like  Paducah  and  other  communities 
throughout  the  country  will  be  severely 
handicapped  from  an  educational  stand¬ 
point. 


Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  And  will  have  no 
means  to  meet  the  situation  brought 
about  by  this  impact  unless  funds  are 
granted  which  are  recommended  by  the 
Office  of  Education. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  We  have  granted  the 
full  budget  estimate.  We  have  not  cut 
them  one  dime.  Also,  as  I  said  a  few 
minutes  ago,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
recommended  another  $50,000,000  for 
fiscal  1951.  That  has  been  referred  to 
the  Senate  because  we  had  concluded 
our  hearings. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Does  the  gentleman 
know  that  the  Office  of  Education  has 
undertaken  to  set  up  a  priority  system  on 
these  applications  because  of  inadequate 
funds  and  as  a  result  very  few  areas  have 
received  relief  to  any  appreciable  extent? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  am  sure  the  gentle¬ 
man  remembers  a  couple  of  years  ago 
when  this  proposition  was  first  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  House  that  a  $10,000,000 
appropriation  was  requested  and  at  that 
time  a  number  of  Members  raised  the 
point  that  if  this  appropriation  were 
made,  that  is,  if  the  appropriation  of 
$10,000,000  were  made,  in  a  few  years  it 
would  be  $50,000,000  or  $100,000,000  and 
soon  possibly  hundreds  of  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  They  tentatively  es¬ 
timate  this  construction  program  at 
$380,000,000.  That  is  in  the  hearings. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Yes.  The  gentleman 
can  see,  I  am  sure,  if  the  committee 
which  he  so  ably  presides  over  does  not 
hold  down  the  request  for  such  appro¬ 
priations  there  will  be  demands  from 
all  over  America  to  the  tune  of  a  billion 
dollars.  Now,  did  the  committee  go  into 
the  matter  to  determine  whether  the 
businessmen  who  are  in  business  in  those 
congested  areas  around  these  national 
defense  installations  are  paying  their 
share  of  taxes  for  the  education  of  the 
children  and  for  other  things  pertaining 
to  the  expenses  of  the  project? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  We  did. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  What  did  the  gentle¬ 
man  find  out? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  facts  as  to  that 
are  in  the  printed  hearings.  I  remem¬ 
ber  going  into  that  particular  phase  of 
it,  and  other  members  of  the  committee 
did  at  the  same  time.  I  have  that  situ¬ 
ation  in  my  own  State. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  The  gentleman  real¬ 
izes  that  a  lot  of  money  is  being  made  by 
merchants  in  those  areas  and,  in  my 
opinion,  the  Congress  should  see  to  it 
that  those  merchants  pay  their  fair 
share  of  the  taxes  which  are  necessary 
to  carry  on  those  school  facilities,  be¬ 
cause  if  you  do  not  one  of  these  fine 
days,  as  the  Government  expands,  every 
town,  every  place,  in  the  country  will  be 
asking  for  a  war  installation  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  ducking  its  tax  responsibility. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  may  say  at  this 
point  that  when  the  bill  was  up  last  fall, 
the  House  conferees  cut  in  half  what  the 
Senate  had  allowed.  That  is,  to  $24,000,- 
000  plus.  An  amendment  was  offered  in 


the  House  to  restore  those  cuts.  I  at¬ 
tempted  to  defend  the  cuts  at  that  time 
to  the  best  of  my  ability,  but  we  were 
outvoted  about  4  to  1. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  was  not  one  of  the 
Members  who  voted  to  increase  it.  I  re¬ 
member  the  gentleman  who  is  now  ad¬ 
dressing  the  Committee  did  try  his  best 
to  stop  the  increase,  for  which  I  con¬ 
gratulate  him. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  I  think  the  gentleman 
will  find  that  the  formula  set  forth  in 
Public  Laws  815  and  874,  Eighty-first 
Congress,  clearly  defines  what  a  Federal 
impacted  project  is.  Before  any  affected 
area  can  qualify  for  Federal  assistance 
the  area  must  meet  all  of  the  require¬ 
ments  set  forth  in  those  laws,  and  you 
will  find  that  those  requirements  are 
very  rigid.  For  instance,  the  children  of 
personnel  at  military  and  defense  in¬ 
stallations  must  be  overcrowding  schools 
near  the  installations.  And  then  again 
the  area  not  only  has  to  be  paying  its 
fair  share  of  taxes,  but  you  will  find  that 
because  of  the  loss  of  real  estate  taken 
over  by  the  Federal  Government,  that 
that  is  one  of  the  conditions  that  brings 
about  this  Federal  impact. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  But  you  must  remem¬ 
ber  that  because  of  the  Federal  installa- 
ions  moving  in  there  that  all  of  the 
property  advances  in  value  one,  two, 
three,  four,  five  hundred  to  one  thousand 
percent. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  That,  too,  is  taken  into 
consideration.  The  point  is  that  the 
impact  brought  about  by  world  condi¬ 
tions  is  so  much  greater  now  than  it  was 
a  year  ago  or  2  years  ago. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  recognize  the  need  to 
take  care  of  these  impacted  districts  but 
certainly  I  want  the  people  who  are  prof¬ 
iting  directly  from  this  program  of  war 
installations  to  pay  their  fair  share  of 
taxes,  and  I  am  afraid  too  many  of  them 
are  not  doing  so. 

Mr.  DOYLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  DOYLE.  I  call  attention  to  pages 
8  and  9  of  the  committee  report  dealing 
with  the  Office  of  Education  and  call 
attention  particularly  to  lines  3  to  5  on 
page  14  of  the  bill  which  provides  that 
“no  part  of  the  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  vocational  education  in  dis¬ 
tributive  occupations.”  I  call  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  chairman  to  two  telegrams 
I  received  from  prominent  educators  in 
my  State  and  read  them.  Will  the  distin¬ 
guished  subcommittee  chairman  please 
give  explanatory  reply  to  these  two  tele¬ 
grams  from  these  distinguished  educa¬ 
tors? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  has  again 
expired. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  10  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  DOYLE.  May  I  just  briefly  read 
these  two  short  telegrams? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Why  does  not  the 
gentleman  put  them  in  the  Record?  I 
know  what  they  are,  and  I  will  answer 
his  question. 

Mr.  DOYLE.  Will  the  gentleman  tell 
us  briefly  why  the  appropriation  for 
distributive  education  is  eliminated?  I 


4118 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE  April  17 


read  from  your  report  on  page  9.  I  re¬ 
ceived  a  telegram  authorized  by  the  able 
superintendent  of  schools  in  my  city 
of  Long  Beach,  a  city  of  some  300,000 
people,  and  also  one  from  the  superin¬ 
tendent  of  the  State  Polytechnic  Insti¬ 
tute  of  San  Luis  Obispo.  I  think  those 
famous  educators  know  the  importance 
of  the  program  where  there  are  some 
60,000  students  affected  in  my  State  of 
California. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  This  comes  under 
the  George-Barden  Act.  The  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  this  year  recommended  that 
$10,000,000  be  cut  out  of  the  $19,842,760 
normally  appropriated  for  that  particu¬ 
lar  fund.  They  wanted  that  $10,000,000 
set  aside  for  defense  training,  which 
would  cut  into  the  agricultural  and 
home  economics  and  mechanical  arts 
and  distributive  education  part  of  these 
funds.  The  committee  did  not  go  along 
with  the  request  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget.  We  overrode  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  and  put  back  that  $10,000,000 
and  kept  the  funds  of  the  George-Bar¬ 
den  Act  intact  so  that  these  agricultural 
and  mechanical  arts  and  home  econom¬ 
ics  programs  would  not  be  disturbed. 
But  it  was  brought  to  our  attention 
about  the  distributive  occupations,  and 
we  put  in  the  hearings,  beginning  on 
page  391,  what  the  so-called  distribu¬ 
tive  occupations  are.  The  committee 
was  unanimous  in  this,  after  looking  at 
the  distributive  occupations  classes  be¬ 
ing  taught,  such  as  training  gas-station 
attendants  and  soda-fountain  people, 
and  elevator  operators  and  salesmen  in 
the  stores.  There  are  a  vast  number  of 
them  in  this  list,  such  as  parliamentary 
procedures,  merchant-association  man¬ 
agement,  analyzing  distribution  costs, 
public  relations  training,  principles  of 
retailing,  economics  of  retailing,  busi¬ 
ness  clinics,  show-card  writing,  market¬ 
ing  research,  retail  display,  direct  mail 
advertising,  psychology  of  selling,  Eng¬ 
lish  and  speech  for  sales  purposes  and 
personality  development. 

Well,  when  we  got  into  those  things 
we  thought  in  times  like  these  we  should 
retrench  a  little  bit,  and  we  only  cut  off 
$1,794,000  plus.  We  felt,  all  things  con¬ 
sidered,  that  nobody  would  be  hurt  if 
we  cut  out  this  $1,794,000. 

Mr.  DOYLE.  Granting  the  desira¬ 
bility  of  reducing  Federal  expense,  I 
think  the  chairman  has  not  yet  enu¬ 
merated  from  pages  391,  392,  and  393  of 
the  hearings  the  objects  of  education 
which  do  seem  to  me  to  be  reasonable, 
such,  for  instance,  as  instructions  in  the 
problems  of  small  business  and  several 
others  which  cannot  be  called  less  than 
always  important. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  There  is  not  much 
of  that  in  this  particular  store  education 
thing.  If  you  will  read  that  list,  you  will 
see  reference  to  classes  in  Spanish  for 
salespeople,  cashier  and  checker  train¬ 
ing,  Portuguese  for  salespeople,  French 
for  salespeople,  Italian  for  salespeople, 
store  system  training,  receptionist  train¬ 
ing,  elevator  operator  training,  route- 
men  training,  tourist  information  and 
courtesy — I  am  reading  right  down  the 
list.  That  is  the  type  of  distributive 
education  classes  they  are  conducting. 


We  realize  some  of  it  is  desirable,  but 
not  sufficiently  important  at  this  time 
when  we  must  husband  our  limited 
dollars. 

Mr.  DOYLE.  Manifestly  some  of 
those  items  may  be  very  desirable,  prob¬ 
ably  some  are  not  in  view  of  necessity  of 
reducing  Federal  expenditures.  I  read 
the  telegrams: 

Long  Beach,  Calif.,  April  16,  1951. 
Hon.  Clyde  Doyle, 

Member  of  Congress,  House  Office  Building, 

Washington: 

Knowing  your  interest  in  education  follow¬ 
ing  is  sent  as  a  guide.  Labor  Federal  secu¬ 
rity  appropriation  bill  to  be  voted  upon  Tues¬ 
day,  April  17.  Bill  omits  inclusion  of  dis¬ 
tributive  education.  Douglas  Newcomb, 
school  superintendent,  Long  Beach  Sales 
Executive  Club  and  Retailers  Associated  urge 
reinstatment  of  distributive  education  as 
training  field  continued  through  past  world 
war  merchants  prices  fixed.  Losing  experi¬ 
enced  salesmen  to  war  plants.  Decreased  ef¬ 
ficiency  increases  cost  prices  and  damages 
public  morale.  Trained  replacements  need¬ 
ed.  Federal  money  matched  by  State. 

J.  E.  Hollinsworth. 

San  Luis  Obispo,  Calif.,  April  16,  1951. 
Congressman  Clyde  Doyle, 

House  of  Representatives: 

Just  learned  that  $10,000,000  was  restored 
to  the  budget  bill  for  vocational  education 
but  $1,500,000  was  deducted  for  the  purpose 
of  abolishing  distributive  education  program. 
Understand  appropriation  bill  will  be  heard 
on  the  floor  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
Tuesday,  April  17.  By  abolishing  this  valu¬ 
able  program  at  this  time  it  will  deprive  129 
school  departments  and  60,000  students  of 
the  training  and  distributive  education. 
Hope  you  can  do  something  on  behalf  this 
fine  program. 

Julian  A.  McPhee, 

President,  California  State  Polytechnic 
College,  San  Luis  Obispo,  Calif. 

I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Continuing,  the  list 
shows  interior  decorating,  selling  home 
furnishings,  hardware  selling,  “paint 
power”  training,  building  material  sell¬ 
ing,  wallpaper  selling,  estimating  heat¬ 
ing  and  air  conditioning,  blueprint  read¬ 
ing  for  salesmen,  shoe  selling,  men’s 
wear  selling,  fur  selling,  soda-fountain 
training,  cosmetic  selling,  drug-store 
management,  variety-store  selling. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  am  interested  in 
this  elimination  of  the  distributive  voca¬ 
tional  training.  It  seems  to  me  many 
of  those  things  the  gentleman  read  are 
just  as  important  as  a  man’s  learning 
a  manual  trade.  Take  an  individual 
who  wants  to  take  a  course  in  retail 
selling  and  learn  Spanish  for  use  in  the 
Spanish-American  sections  of  our  Na¬ 
tion,  such  as  Texas  and  California.  I 
think  it  is  a  legitimate  means  of  train¬ 
ing  him  so  that  he  can  have  a  liveli¬ 
hood.  It  seems  that  some  of  those  indi¬ 
vidual  items  the  gentleman  read  may 
not  be  worthy,  but  it  does  seem  that 
some  of  them  are,  particularly  in  the 
field  of  retail  selling,  because  it  is  in 
those  fields  that  the  individuals  have  to 
make  a  living,  the  same  as  in  the  fields 
where  they  use  manual  training  as  pro¬ 


vided  in  the  George-Barden  Act,  agri¬ 
culture,  home  economics,  and  the  trade 
and  industry  sections  of  it. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  agree  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  if  we  were  not  faced  with 
a  drive  for  economy  in  this  country  and 
we  had  a  lot  of  money  to  spend,  some  of 
those  things  are  desirable,  but  I  think 
the  gentleman  understands  that  we 
spent  several  weeks  on  this  bill,  and  we 
tried  to  cut  where  it  would  hurt  the  least. 
This  is  one  of  the  places.  There  are 
many,  many  other  places  we  have  cut 
much  more  deeply  than  this  on  projects 
in  which  I  am  personally  interested. 
There  are  many  things  I  should  like  to 
see  increased,  but  we  have  not  increased 
one  single  item.  We  have  cut  practi¬ 
cally  every  item.  I  think  the  gentleman 
will  agree  with  me  that  no  one  will  be 
hurt  by  this. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  think  the  gentle¬ 
man  and  his  committee  have  done  a  fine 
job  on  this.  I  want  to  compliment  them 
particularly  on  removing  the  clause  in 
the  former  legislation  which  prohibited 
$10,000,000  of  the  George-Barder  fund 
from  being  used  in  anything  except  de¬ 
fense  training,  because  that  has  dis¬ 
rupted  the  educational  system  in  many 
parts  of  the  Nation.  In  California  we 
have  about  129  communities  that  are  de¬ 
pendent  on  those  funds  to  help  pay  the 
salaries  of  teachers.  I  defer  to  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  the  gentleman  and  his  commit¬ 
tee  on  this  particular  point. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Arkansas.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Arkansas.  The  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa  made  an  important 
point,  I  think,  but  as  I  understand  the 
general  legislation  under  which  this  ap¬ 
propriation  is  made,  the  criteria  were 
adequate.  In  other  words,  no  district 
can  qualify  unless  it  is  shown  that  it  is 
maintaining  the  same  ratio,  the  same 
contribution,  and  unless  there  is  real  dis¬ 
tress  there.  It  seems  to  me  the  experi¬ 
ence  on  this  thing  would  be  very  helpful. 
In  other  words,  if  we  need  to  make  im¬ 
provements  in  the  formula  by  which  the 
money  is  made  available  to  the  impacted 
district,  then  of  course  experience  will 
point  the  way. 

It  seems  to  me  the  committee  has  done 
the  right  thing  in  granting  the  full  re¬ 
quest,  because  my  information  is  that 
really  much  more  is  actually  needed  than 
has  actually  been  made  available  under 
the  appropriation. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  notice  on  page  15, 
under  the  “Grants  for  school  construc¬ 
tion”  that  in  line  17,  after  setting  forth 
that  $75,000,000  is  to  remain  available  for 
school  construction,  it  is  provided  that 
no  portion  of  this  appropriation  shall 
be  available  for  reimbursement  payments 
under  section  205.  Would  the  gentle¬ 
man  explain  that,  and  tell  us  what  the 
effect  of  that  provision  is  and  what  it 
refers  to? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Because  of  the  ur¬ 
gency  of  other  projects  whose  applica¬ 
tions  had  been  approved  and  the  limited 
amount  of  money  that  they  had  to  work 
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with,  they  had  to  make  out  these  priority 
lists  to  take  care  of  the  most  urgent 
situations  that  they  were  faced  with  at 
the  time.  Actually,  the  law  itself  re¬ 
quires  that  where  there  is  not  enough 
money  available,  preference  must  be 
given  to  new  pi-ojects  as  contrasted  to 
reimbursements  for  projects  heretofore 
built. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  This  bill  carries  out 
the  policy  of  assisting  school  districts  in 
impacted  areas  where  they  absolutely 
cannot  take  care  of  the  situation  alone? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Yes,  sir, 

Mr.  BROWNSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BROWNSON.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
most  of  this  distributive  training  pro¬ 
gram  was  set  up  primarily  in  connection 
with  the  veterans  training  program  and 
with  the  veterans  apprenticeship  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  first  place? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  No.  This  was  set  up 
several  years  ago  by  legislation.  I  can¬ 
not  recall  how  many  years  ago,  but  it 
goes  way  back.  It  is  something  that  has 
been  going  on  for  years. 

Mr.  BROWNSON.  As  a  small-busi¬ 
ness  man  who  learned  his  distributive 
training  at  $8  a  week  in  a  retail  store, 
I  congratulate  the  committee  on  its  de¬ 
cision. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  HAMILTON  C.  JONES.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HAMILTON  C.  JONES.  As  I  un¬ 
derstand,  this  cuts  out  all  of  the  dis¬ 
tributive  education? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  It  does. 

Mr.  HAMILTON  C.  JONES.  My  dis¬ 
trict  is  in  the  neighborhood  of  Char¬ 
lotte,  and  we  have  operated  out  of  Char¬ 
lotte  under  this  program.  There  are  two 
schools  in  the  county  and  six  in  my 
home  county.  I  know  that  they  are 
teaching  courses  which  are  of  great  value 
to  the  students.  Of  course  this  cripples 
the  whole  program  and  will  practically 
knock  it  out.  So  I  hope  that  there  will 
be  enough  funds  retained  to  keep  those 
programs  handling  worth-while  voca¬ 
tions  and  not  the  trash  and  such  things 
as  the  gentleman  read  a  few  minutes 
ago. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  that  I 
intended  to  read  what  we  have  put  in 
the  Record  on  these  three  pages  as  to 
just  what  distributive  education  means 
and  the  number  of  young  people  taking 
these  courses  and  everything  else.  It 
gives  a  pretty  complete  breakdown.  I 
was  not  just  reading  isolated  examples. 
However,  I  can  agree  with  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  it  is  going  to  cripple  that  par¬ 
ticular  program  to  the  extent  it  depends 
on  Federal  funds.  But  this  is  one  place 
Where  we  thought  we  could  cut  and  do 
little  or  no  real  harm.  However,  the 
gentleman  will  have  an  opportunity 
when  the  bill  is  being  read  for  amend¬ 
ment  to  offer  any  amendment  he  may 
think  is  desirable. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 


Mr,  BROWN  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  am  certainly  very  disappointed 
that  this  item  has  been  cut.  In  my  State, 
I  do  not  know  of  any  money  that  has 
done  more  good  for  the  people  than  this 
item  which  the  committee  has  cut  out 
providing  for  the  training  of  these  boys. 
I  certainly  hope  the  item  will  be  restored. 
I  think  this  training  program  is  one  of 
the  most  outstanding  things  that  we  in 
the  Congress  have  done  for  the  young 
people  of  this  country  to  enable  them  to 
get  the  training  which  they  need. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  We  were  faced  with 
a  problem.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
recommended  taking  $10,000,000  out  of 
the  George-Barden  Act  for  defense 
training,  which  would  have  disrupted,  as 
we  believed  and  as  outside  witnesses  and 
other  Members  of  the  Congress  believed, 
the  most  important  functions  of  that 
act  and  those  were  the  functions  in  agri¬ 
culture,  in  the  mechanical  arts,  and  home 
economics.  Those  were  the  three  prin¬ 
cipal  functions  of  the  four.  We  thought 
we  were  doing  a  good  job  by  keeping 
the  most  essential  parts  of  the  act  intact; 
that  is,  the  training  for  agriculture, 
mechanical  arts,  and  home  economics. 
We  felt  that  distributive  education  would 
be  the  one  place  we  could  show  some 
savings  and  not  do  any  real  harm.  We 
overrode  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and 
we  went  all  the  way  down  the  line  on 
agriculture,  mechanical  arts,  and  home 
economics,  because  we  were  convinced 
by  the  testimony  of  other  Members  of 
Congress  and  people  who  came  from 
other  States  throughout  the  country, 
and  our  own  knowledge,  that  those  were 
most  necessary  and  should  not  be  cut. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  I  hope  the 
gentleman  will  join  us  in  voting  for  an 
amendment  to  restore  this  amount. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  am  sorry  I  will  not 
be  able  to  do  that,  as  much  as  I  would 
like  to. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  taken  much 
more  time  than  I  anticipated  when  I  be¬ 
gan.  I  have  tried  to  give  a  general  pic¬ 
ture  of  the  committee  recommendations. 

We  will  continue  debate  today  as  long 
as  anyone  desires  to  speak.  In  my  own 
way  I  have  tried  to  tell  you  what  we 
were  up  against  in  cutting  this  particu¬ 
lar  appropriation  bill,  and  how  we  were 
held  down  by  existing  legislation  in  try¬ 
ing  to  cut  some  of  the  appropriations. 

Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McGRATH.  I  would  like  to  call 
the  gentleman’s  attention  to  the  fact,  in 
answer  to  the  question  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Rees],  who  is  most  zealous  at  all  times 
in  keeping  down  expenses,  as  to  the 
number  of  personnel  that  had  been  cut 
in  the  Labor  Department.  I  now  have 
the  figures  for  him.  Information  avail¬ 
able  indicates  that  we  have  eliminated 
approximately  55  positions  under  the  es¬ 
timates  of  the  budget.  And  compared 
with  1951,  there  would  be  approximately 
670  less  positions.  I  think  that  is  the  in¬ 
formation  that  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  inquired  about  earlier  this  after¬ 
noon. 


Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  I  thank  the 
gentleman.  It  is  the  information  I  was 
seeking.  Together  with  that  I  wanted 
to  make  sure  that  the  cost  of  that  em¬ 
ployment  had  not  been  shifted  to  the 
Defense  Department  or  some  other 
agency.  It  is  a  real  reduction  in  em¬ 
ployment? 

Mr.  McGRATH.  I  can  assure  the 
gentleman  that  it  is,  based  an  estimates 
supplied  to  us. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  has  consumed  50 
minutes. 

Mr.  SCHWABE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  a  distinct  pleasure 
to  be  able  to  say  a  few  words  compli¬ 
mentary  of  the  chairman  of  this  com¬ 
mittee  and  the  majority  members  of  the 
committee  as  well  as  in  behalf  of  my 
colleague  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Busbey]. 

In  the  first  place,  during  my  entire 
service  on  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  and  on  this  subcommittee  in  former 
years  and  on  other  subcommittees,  there 
never  has  been  more  harmonious  work 
done  by  any  subcommittee  of  which  I 
have  been  a  member.  That  is  due  to  the 
fact  that  every  member  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  had  in  mind  a  single  purpose.  That 
was  to  appropriate  all  the  money  that 
was  necessary  for  the  legitimate  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  various  agencies  for  which 
we  were  called  upon  to  make  appropria¬ 
tions,  without  crippling  them  to  any 
considerable  extent  and  prohibiting 
their  functioning.  And  at  the  same 
time,  to  bear  in  mind,  as  we  heard  from 
every  witness,  the  necessity  of  appro¬ 
priating  economically;  of  appropriating 
only  for  the  purposes  that  were  really 
necessary  for  nondefense  activities. 

The  witnesses  from  the  agencies  came 
in  and  almost  without  exception  the 
heads  of  those  agencies  tried  to  key  all 
of  their  activities  to  defense  operations. 
That  was  a  very  difficult  problem  for  us 
to  face.  They  would  say  that  this  par¬ 
ticular  program  was  necessary  to  the  de¬ 
fense  program,  and  that  this  other  pro¬ 
gram  was  essential  in  order  that  we 
might  have  a  proper  and  efficient  de¬ 
fense  program,  and  that  we  must  appro¬ 
priate  more  money  here  than  was  ap¬ 
propriated  before;  that  the  activities 
must  be  extended  and  more  money 
spent  to  the  extent  the  chairman  has 
just  pointed  out.  In  one  instance  the 
President’s  Bureau  of  the  Budget  had 
asked  for  a  diversion  of  some  $10,000,000 
from  this  national  education  program 
to  defense  activities,  and  in  another  in¬ 
stance  about  a  similar  amount.  So  we 
were  confronted  with  those  things  from 
the  very  beginning.  We  had  to  do  what 
we  thought  was  the  best  we  could  do  un¬ 
der  the  circumstances  by  separating 
those  things  which  were  not  absolutely 
essential  for  the  defense  program  and 
were  logically  in  the  class  of  nondefense 
essentials  and  appropriating  in  those  in¬ 
stances  economically.  I  think  the 
chairman  told  you  very  ably  what  our 
general  program  was;  and  I  want  to  say 
that  while  we  were  conducting  these 
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hearings  the  chairman  gave  every  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  committee,  minority  as  well 
as  majority  member,  every  opportunity 
to  interrogate  any  witness  or  to  bi  ing 
any  witness  before  the  committee  they 
wanted  to  interrogate,  and  no  one  was 
cut  off.  So  I  want  to  congratulate  the 
chairman  for  being  extremely  liberal  and 

reasonable.  ..... 

Then  we  came  to  marking  up  the  bill, 
and  the  chairman  with  the  members  of 
the  committee  present  led  in  the  reading 
of  the  items.  I  want  to  admit  frankly 
that  being  economically-minded,  as  I 
am,  I  thought  that  perhaps  we  should 
have  made  deeper  cuts  in  many  instances 
than  we  did. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCHWABE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Because  of  my  sin¬ 
cere  friendship  for  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  and  knowing  his  great  desire 
for  economy  in  this  particular  bill  I 
went  further  than  I  ordinarily  would 
have  gone  because  of  his  influence  on  me 
during  the  marking  up  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  SCHWABE.  I  think  there  is  no 
doubt  about  that,  and  I  want  to  thank 
the  gentleman  publicly  for  acceding  to 
my  request  in  many  instances.  He  was 
very  generous  and  very  considerate,  and 
I  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCHWABE.  I  yield  gladly. 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  I  received  a  commu¬ 
nication  from  the  educational  authorities 
of  my  district  concerning  an  item  called 
Distributive  Education  with  a  state¬ 
ment  on  their  part  that  that  item  had 
been  completely  deleted  from  the  bill. 
I  am  not  quite  certain  that  I  fully  un¬ 
derstand  what  the  term  “Distributive 
Education”  means.  I  would  like  to  hear 
the  gentleman’s  comments  on  it. 

Mr.  SCHWABE.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  California  that  had  he 
been  on  the  floor  a  few  moments  earlier 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  ad¬ 
dressed  himself  to  the  same  subject  in 
answer  to  a  question  from  two  other 
Members  from  California,  and  I  believe 
he  would  have  had  a  full  explanation. 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  I  regret  that  it  was 
not  possible  for  me  to  be  on  the  floor  at 
that  time. 

Mr.  SCHWABE.  I  appreciate  that  and 
there  is  no  criticism,  and  I  shall  repeat 
some  of  it  for  the  benefit  of  my  friend. 

In  the  first  place,  the  appropriation 
for  this  particular  item  now  known  as 
the  George-Barden  Act  has  been  rather 
stable  for  many  years.  The  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  has  requested  that  some 
$10,000,000  or  $11,000,000  of  this  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  defense  activities  as  might 
be  directed.  That  would  have  disrupted ; 
yes,  it  would  have  destroyed  as  we  were 
told  by  the  most  competent  witnesses 
we  could  get,  all  of  the  effective  work 
under  the  George-Barden  Act  on  voca¬ 
tional  education.  The  George-Barden 
Act  provides  for  vocational  education 
along  the  lines  of  agriculture  and  do¬ 
mestic  science,  and  they  have  other  items 
called  the  distributive  program  of  edu¬ 
cation,  and  that  is  what  we  cut  out.  To 
answer  the  gentleman,  we  have  elimi¬ 
nated  that.  We  have  in  the  hearings 


to  which  the  chairman  referred  a  few 
moments  ago  some  two  or  three  pages 
listing  the  items  that  fall  within  the 
distributive  education  field  such  as  train¬ 
ing  people  to  be  grocery  clerks,  salesmen 
in  every  line  and  learning  different  lan¬ 
guages  for  salesmanship  and  approach 
and  contact  work,  filling-station  attend¬ 
ants,  soda  jerkers,  and  what-not,  almost 
everything  conceivable  that  I  could 
think  of.  In  fact,  I  had  no  idea  there 
was  such  a  list  of  activities  included 
within  the  general  scope  that  has  just 
been  mentioned.  But  we  have  preserved 
the  main  items  of  the  bill  and  of  the 
program  under  the  George-Barden  Act 
and,  so  far  as  I  know,  with  the  general 
approval  of  the  best  minds  who  have 
helped  us  consider  this  bill. 

We  felt  we  could  not  appropriate  fully 
the  items  recommended  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  and  we  felt  more  definitely 
certain,  unanimously  so,  that  we  could 
not  leave  it  to  the  Defense  Department 
to  take  ten  or  eleven  million  dollars  away 
from  this  item  and  absolutely  destroy  the 
field  of  vocational  education  activities 
under  the  George-Barden  Act.  If  the 
gentleman  will  take  a  few  minutes  to 
read  those  three  or  four  pages  of  the 
hearings  he  will  see  there  is  a  list  of 
items  there  that  ordinarily  the  States 
and  localities  can  and  will  take  care  of, 
if  they  want  to  consider  that  minor  part 
of  the  activity  under  the  George-Barden 
^Ct; 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man.  Can  he  refer  me  to  the  page  num¬ 
bers  in  the  hearings? 

Mr.  McGRATH.  Three  hundred  and 
ninety-one  and  392,  and  it  includes  such 
things  as  tombstone  selling. 

Mr.  SCHWABE.  That  is  one  of  a  mul¬ 
tiplicity  of  items,  but  the  pages  are  391, 
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Mr.  McCarthy.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCHWABE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Is  there  anything 
in  this  program  that  is  considered 
worthwhile? 

Mr.  SCHWABE.  There  is  no  doubt 
but  what  there  is  some  good  in  the  worst 
programs  and  I  think  that  is  true  here; 
but,  by  and  large,  the  program  was  not 
considered  of  such  importance  as  other 
programs  under  the  George-Barden  Act, 
which  is  the  reason  we  eliminated  that 
feature  of  it.  We  thought  that  was  of 
the  least  importance. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma  has  expired. 

Mr.  SCHWABE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  5  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  have  here  copy 
of  Public  Law  586  of  the  Seventy-ninth 
Congress  in  which  it  was  stated  that — 

Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsec¬ 
tion  (a),  the  amount  to  be  available  for  ex¬ 
penditure  in  any  State  or  Territory  shall  be 
not  less,  for  any  fiscal  year,  than  $40,000  each 
for  vocational  education  in  agriculture,  in 
home  economics,  and  in  trades  and  indus¬ 
try;  $15,000  for  vocational  education  in  dis¬ 
tributive  occupations. 

Is  there  any  conflict  between  what  the 
committee  has  done  and  the  basic  law 
which  says  there  must  be  $15,000  of  any 
appropriation  under  this  Act  assigned  in 
each  State  to  distributive  occupations? 


Mr.  SCHWABE.  We  simply  have  not 
appropriated  any  amount  for  distribu¬ 
tive  education. 

Mr.  McCarthy.  That  would  appear 
to  be  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the 
public  law  passed  by  the  Seventy-ninth 
Congress. 

Mr.  SCHWABE.  Perhaps  so,  but  we 
have  not  appropriated  for  it  as  we  legal¬ 
ly  are  not  bound  under  any  penalty  to 
appropriate  for  any  item  under  any  au¬ 
thorization  bill  unless  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee,  approved  by  the  Con¬ 
gress,  sees  fit  to  do  so. 

Mr.  McCarthy.  But  $15,000  of 
every  $40,000,  it  was  provided,  must  go 
to  distributive  education.  Now,  two 
Congresses  later  we  say  this  program 
is  of  such  nature  we  will  not  provide 
anything. 

Mr.  SCHWABE.  We  have  limited  the 
dollars  to  be  appropriated  for  this  item. 

I  want  to  add  that  the  other  members 
of  this  committee  join  the  chairman, 
the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Fogarty],  the  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Hedrick],  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  McGrath],  and  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Denton] 
in  saying  that  the  minority  members 
were  shown  every  possible  courtesy,  and 
on  behalf  of  the  minority  members  we 
want  to  thank  them  and  to  say  also  that 
the  very  able  clerk  of  this  committee, 
Paul  Wilson,  was  as  fair  to  one  side  as 
to  the  other,  as  far  as  we  could  tell — 
we  have  always  known  him  to  be  that 
way — and  likewise  his  assistant.  So  it 
was  a  pleasure  to  work  with  and  have 
the  cooperation  of  my  worthy  chairman 
in  acceding  to  many  of  my  requests  for 
cuts,  as  he  has  so  kindly  condescended 
to  say  this  afternoon,  resulting,  in  what 
he  has  told  you,  in  an  over-all  cut  of 
$89,973,799  as  compared  with  the  esti¬ 
mates  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  just  suggest  that 
in  connection  with  appropriation  bills 
and  subcommittees  on  which  I  served 
in  the  past  I  do  not  think  there  have 
been  any  instances  until  now  but  what 
I  received  a  number  of  wires  and  letters 
and  telephone  and  personal  calls  from 
many  people  expressing  dissatisfaction 
with  the  figures.  These  figures  were  pub¬ 
lished  about  a  week  ago,  or  almost  a  week 
ago,  at  any  rate,  and  so  far  I  have  re¬ 
ceived  only  one  such  protest.  I  will  get 
others,  perhaps,  but  they  have  not  come 
in  in  any  great  number,  which  indicates 
to  me  that  the  cuts  we  have  made  are 
justified.  Perhaps  we  could  have  done  a 
better  job  and  gone  even  lower,  and  I 
believe  we  could  have,  but  the  commit¬ 
tee  worked  this  program  out  the  best  we 
thought  we  could  in  perfect  harmony 
and  with  unanimity.  I  think  that  we 
all  agreed  under  all  the  circumstances 
this  is  about  the  best  we  could  do  upon 
the  evidence  that  was  presented  before 
the  committee.  I  just  say  frankly  that 
I  hope  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  will 
sustain  the  work  of  our  committee  be¬ 
cause  we  tried  hard  to  do  a  good  job. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  desire  to  the  gentleman  from  Ne¬ 
braska  [Mr.  Stefan], 

[Mr.  STEFAN  addressed  the  Commit¬ 
tee.  His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter 
in  the  Appendix  of  today's  Record.] 
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Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Albert]  such  time  as  he  may  desire. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take 
this  time  to  inquire  of  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  about  the  item  in  this 
bill  for  school  construction  under  the 
Federal  impact  legislation  that  was 
passed  last  year.  As  I  understand  it, 
this  bill  contains  an  appropriation  in  the 
amount  of  $75,000,000,  and  a  supple¬ 
mental  request  for  $50,000,000  has  al¬ 
ready  been  made  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget.  As  I  further  understand  it,  the 
full  amount  of  the  budget  request  is  con¬ 
tained  in  the  bill,  but  I  am  advised  by 
the  Office  of  Education  that,  should  the 
entire  amount  be  appropriated,  there 
would  still  be  many  approved  projects 
not  provided  for  by  any  appropriation 
now  under  consideration.  If  that  is  true 
the  effect  is  going  to  be  that  certain 
schools  are  going  to  be  able  to  go  on  with 
their  construction  programs  while  other 
schools  will  have  to  await  further  action 
by  the  Congress.  So,  we  are  going  to 
have  a  discriminatory  situation  which  is 
going  to  be  unfair  to  some  school  dis¬ 
tricts. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  chairman 
whether  that  statement  is  substantially 
correct  and  if  so  whether  or  not  the 
committee  would  agree  to  increase  this 
item  to  an  amount  sufficient  to  take  care 
of  all  approved  projects. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
committee  was  not  in  possession  of  all 
the  facts,  of  course.  In  the  first  place, 
we  do  not  know  whether  the  communi¬ 
ties  where  these  schools  are  going  to  be 
built  will  get  building  priority  materials 
to  build  them  with.  That  is  an  unknown 
quantity.  We  do  not  know  whether  they 
are  going  to  be  available  or  not.  At  the 
same  time,  some  communities  have  built 
schools,  and  under  the  law  they  could 
expect  to  ,be  reimbursed  for  some  por¬ 
tion  of  the  cost.  That  was  before  the 
national  emergency  we  are  in  at  the 
present  time  had  hit  its  peak.  Only  this 
much  money  has  been  available.  A  lot 
of  it  has  been  guess  work  in  the  past. 
It  is  something  that  is  coming  to  a  head 
now.  They  have  appealed  to  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget.  As  I  said  before,  they 
have  asked  for  $100,000,000  additional 
money.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  al¬ 
lowed  them  only  $50,000,000  of  that 
$100,000,000,  why  I  do  not  know,  because 
that  request  has  gone  over  to  the  Senate. 
But  under  the  facts  as  we  had  them, 
we  went  along  and  gave  them  everything 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  allowed,  and 
that  is  all  a  Government  agency  could 
request  from  the  committee. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Did  the  Office  of  Edu¬ 
cation  suggest  to  the  gentleman’s  com¬ 
mittee  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
cut  was  not  justified  in  view  of  the  ap¬ 
proved  applications  which  the  Office  of 
Education  has  on  hand? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  No.  We  have  not 
had  any  testimony  on  that,  because  that 
is  something  that  developed  after  these 
hearings  were  held.  We  have  no  con¬ 
trol  over  that  last  request.  The  request 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  gone 
to  the  Senate,  because  they  are  holding 
hearings  on  this  particular  bill  at  the 
present  time  in  the  Senate.  I  think 


the  best  thing  to  do  would  be  to  make 
the  request  over  there,  because  they  have 
it  before  them.  It  is  a  live  problem 
with  them,  whereas  we  have  gone 
through  it  ourselves. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

(Mr.  ALBERT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Hays!. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Arkansas.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  am  reluctant  to  offer  any  criti¬ 
cism  at  all  of  this  report.  The  com¬ 
mittee  has  been  very  conscientious,  as 
its  personnel  would  be  with  any  assign¬ 
ment.  I  appreciate  the  courteous  hear¬ 
ing  they  have  given  those  of  us  who 
have  some  complaints  because  of  cuts 
in  items. 

I  rise  particularly  to  speak  of  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics.  There  is 
a  cut  for  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
of  almost  $1,000,000— $950,000.  I  fear 
that  unless  we  maintain  the  work  of 
this  Bureau  the  Government  will  suffer 
greatly  for  lack  of  the  valuable  statis¬ 
tics  which  only  this  agency  can  supply. 

For  about  25  years  the  Bureau  has  been 
providing  statistics  for  the  public  and 
for  Government  agencies.  I  think  it 
would  be  uniformly  agreed  that  they 
have  done  a  scientific  job.  They  have 
never  been  partisan.  They  have  main¬ 
tained  the  highest  professional  stand¬ 
ards.  Incidentally,  its  name  is  some¬ 
what  misleading.  It  might  logically  be 
called  the  Bureau  of  Statistics.  It  is 
in  the  Department  of  Labor,  but  it  is 
serving  not  only  labor  groups  but  many 
economic  interests. 

I  call  attention  to  this  tremendous 
cut  which  I  think  is  attributable  chiefly 
to  the  fact  that  the  committee  con¬ 
cluded-  construction  statistics  could  be 
dispensed  with.  I  regret  the  action  very 
much.  I  do  not  propose  to  offer  an 
amendment  to  restore  the  amount  in¬ 
dicated.  I  offer  this  statement  in  the 
hope  that  some  way  will  be  found  to 
save  the  function  of  compiling  the  ex¬ 
tremely  important  figures  on  construc¬ 
tion. 

I  wish  to  call  attention  also  to  the  fact 
that  in  1947  the  appropriation  for  the 
Bureau  resulted  in  a  50-percent  reduc¬ 
tion  in  the  personnel.  It  operates  today 
with  several  hundred  fewer  employees 
than  during  the  war. 

There  is  no  other  agency  to  provide 
the  figures  on  the  construction  industry 
in  this  country  except  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics.  We  are  now  building 
new  buildings,  commercial  and  residen¬ 
tial,  at  the  rate  of  $28,000,000,000  a  year. 
That  was  the  figure  for  the  calendar 
year.  The  Federal  Reserve  Board  has 
put  into  operation,  as  the  House  knows, 
regulation  X.  How  does  regulation  X 
operate  and  how  is  it  affecting  the  con¬ 
struction  industry.  The  Board  will  not 
know  unless  it  has  the  statistics  and 
there  will  be  no  statistics  available  ex¬ 
cept  as  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
supplies  them.  This  reduction,  of  course, 
deprives  them  of  the  personnel  they  have 
to  have  to  gather  the  construction  sta¬ 
tistics. 


It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  not  wise. 
Here  is  a  business  which  is  among  the 
top  businesses  of  the  country,  perhaps 
the  very  top  single  industry  in  the 
amount  of  money  involved,  $28,000,000,- 
000.  Yet  we  will  not  appropriate  $500,000 
to  supply  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  with 
the  information  it  needs  to  determine 
the  effect  of  regulation  X  and  the  in¬ 
formation  which  other  agencies  require. 
It  is  just  as  if  we  had  a  $50,000  enter¬ 
prise  and  refused  to  spend  $1  for  in¬ 
formation  as  to  its  cause  and  effect.  For 
that  it  is  what  it  is.  It  amounts  to 
$500,000  out  of  a  total  expenditure  in  the 
country  for  building  of  $28,000,000,000. 
For  that  reason  I  hope  that  in  some  way 
this  can  be  corrected  and  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  will  make  some  provision  to  carry 
on  the  gathering  and  dissemination  of 
statistics  on  the  construction  industry. 

There  was  constructed  in  the  first 
quarter  of  this  year  250,000  residential 
units,  disapproving  incidentally  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  committee  that  the  vol¬ 
ume  is  being  greatly  reduced.  What  will 
we  have  the  rest  of  the  year?  Will  there 
be  a  million  or  will  it  be  cut  in  two? 
The  Federal  Reserve  Board  will  not  know 
if  this  work  is  cut  out  entirely.  So,  for 
25  years  we  have  had  this  excellent  work 
going  on.  I  fear  for  it  unless  some  pro¬ 
vision  is  made  to  gather  the  statistics 
officially. 

I  do  crave  the  sympathetic  hearing  of 
the  committee  members  when  requests 
are  made,  and  I  hope  if  some  way  can  be 
found  to  avoid  the  impact  of  such  a  dras¬ 
tic  cut,  such  measures  will  be  adopted. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  has  expired. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Deane]. 

(Mr.  DEANE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  DEANE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take 
the  same  position  as  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Hays]  in 
not  offering  an  amendment  involving  the 
appropriation  for  vocational  rehabilita¬ 
tion.  But  I  do  take  this  time  to  get  in 
the  Record  the  fact  that  the  States  are 
carrying  on  a  remarkable  program  of  re¬ 
habilitation.  As  I  walked  into  the 
Chamber  a  few  minutes  ago  there  was  in 
the  outside  corridor  a  wonderful  lad 
from  Korea — an  amputee.  I  am  think¬ 
ing  of  that  great  host  of  American  citi¬ 
zens  who  are  not  veterans  but  who  are 
subject  to  the  rehabilitation  program  of 
our  various  States. 

The  basic  civilian  rehabilitation  law, 
Public  Law  113,  obligates  the  Federal 
Government  to  pay  all  administration, 
guidance,  and  placement  cost  and  to 
match  on  a  dollar-for-dollar  basis  State 
funds  for  case  services,  that  is,  money 
actually  spent  on  the  clients;  hospitali¬ 
zation,  surgery,  training,  and  so  forth. 

The  1951  appropriation  is  $20,600,000. 
In  their  budgets  for  1952,  based  upon 
State  funds  expected  to  be  available,  the 
States  indicated  a  need  for  over  $25,- 
000,000  of  Federal  funds.  The  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  recommended  $23,000,000. 
The  House  committee  has  reported  the 
Labor-FSA  bill  with  $20,475,000  for  vo- 
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cational  rehabilitation,  $125,000  less 
than  the  1951  appropriation  and  $2,575,- 
000  less  than  recommended  by  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget.  From  estimates  fur¬ 
nished,  the  States  will  have  available  in 
1952  two  and  one-half  million  more  than 
in  1951.  The  increase  recommended  by 
the  Bureau  was  to  match  this  money 
for  case  services  and  did  not  include  any 
increase  for  salaries,  travel,  and  so  forth. 

Mr  Chairman,  let  me  raise  the  ques¬ 
tion  '  Is  it  wise  to  stint  funds  for  voca¬ 
tional  rehabilitation,  which  reduces  de¬ 
pendency  and  makes  taxpayers  out  of 
tax  consumers.  In  fact,  it  has  been 
proven  that  rehabilitated  persons  repay 
during  an  average  life  expectancy  in 
Federal  income  taxes  alone  10  times 
what  is  spent  on  them.  At  this  partic¬ 
ular  time  it  is  especially  shortsighted  to 
cut  back  rehabilitation,  which,  in  light 
of  increased  cost,  will  actually  result 
from  appropriation  of  only  $20,475,000 


jlui  ivtjA, 

In  the  first  place,  rehabilitation  is  a 
defense  related  activity,  making  a  valu¬ 
able  contribution  to  manpower  resources 
at  a  time  when  the  Nation  is  straining 
every  nerve  to  provide  manpower  for 
military  and  civilian  needs.  Sixty  thou¬ 
sand  persons  were  rehabilitated  into  em¬ 
ployment  last  year,  and  this  number  can 
be  substantially  increased  with  sufficient 
funds.  The  difference  between  the  $20,- 
475,000  in  the  House  bill  and  the  $23,- 
000,000  recommended  by  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  would  mean  between  5,000 
to  10,000  more  rehabilitations. 

Again,  vocational  rehabilitation  re¬ 
duces  dependency  and  is  a  pressure 
against  rising  public  assistance  cost. 
This  is  more  important  than  ever,  now 
that  a  public  assistance  category  for  the 
totally  and  permanently  disabled  has 
been  established  by  Congress.  State 
welfare  administrators  admit  that  per¬ 
sons  are  being  put  on  public  assistance 


rolls  who  could  be  rehabilitated,  if  State 
rehabilitation  agencies  had  the  money 
to  do  the  job. 

The  Labor-FSA  appropriation  bill  in¬ 
cludes  $79,000,000  for  public  assistance 
for  the  totally  and  permanently  disabled 
and  only  $20,475,000  for  rehabilitation. 
We  do  not  question  the  need  for  public 
assistance  for  some  of  the  disabled,  but  it 
does  look  to  us  like  Congress  should  see 
that  rehabilitation  programs  are  given 
an  opportunity  to  reduce  the  number 
needing  such  assistance  as  much  as  pos¬ 
sible. 


The  average  cost  of  rehabilitating  a 
person  is  $492  and  nonrecurring.  The 
average  annual  cost  of  public  assistance 
is  much  more  and  goes  on  year  after 
year.  Congress  should  decide,  and  de¬ 
cide  now,  whether  to  appropriate  end¬ 
less  millions  for  pensions  for  the  han¬ 
dicapped  or  provide  the  funds  needed  to 
rehabilitate  them.  The  following  in¬ 
stances  will  illustrate  the  difference  in 
dollars  and  cents  to  the  taxpayer.  One 
State,  Delaware,  made  a  study  of  36  per¬ 
sons  removed  from  the  public  assistance 
rolls  by  rehabilitation.  The  36  were 
drawing  $30,186  annually  from  public  as¬ 
sistance.  These  people  were  rehabili¬ 
tated  at  a  cost,  including  administration, 
of  $12,724.  The  first  year  after  rehabili¬ 
tation,  the  36  earned  $60,948. 


I  am  advised  by  officials  from  the 
States  that  rather  serious  administrative 
problems  also  are  presented  if  the  Budget 
Bureau’s  figure  is  not  appropriated  by 
Congress  for  1952.  The  States  are  doing 
their  part  and  are  appropriating  $2,500,- 
000  more  funds  for  1952.  If  such  funds 
for  case  services  are  matched.  States  get¬ 
ting  no  increases  for  1952  will  have  Fed¬ 
eral  funds  cut.  If  States  receiving  no 
increase  in  their  own  funds  are  not  cut, 
then  States  with  additional  State  funds 
cannot  get  them  matched  by  Federal 
funds  as  required  by  law.  In  either  case, 
the  program  is  going  to  suffer  badly. 

My  own  State,  North  Carolina,  has  a 
very  effective  rehabilitation  program, 
both  for  blind  and  nonblind;  2,867  handi¬ 
capped  persons  were  rehabilitated  last 
year.  Our  State  legislature  has  just  ap¬ 
propriated  slightly  over  $1,000,000  to 
carry  on  this  work  for  the  next  biennium, 
an  increase  of  nearly  $200,000  over  the 
present  biennium.  If  this  is  not  matched 
by  Federal  funds,  services  are  going  to 
be  denied  many  worthy,  handicapped 
persons.  What  is  true  of  North  Carolina 
is  also  true  of  many  other  States. 

I  am  advised  that  every  dollar  is  to 
be  used  to  match  funds  appropriated  by 
the  States  for  services  directly  to  crippled 
people. 

The  question  I  would  like  to  address  to 
the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Fogarty],  who  has  labored  so  faithfully 
for  this  program,  is  if  he  feels  that  the 
Federal  Government  on  the  reduced  ap¬ 
propriations  will  be  in  a  position  to 
match  dollar  for  dollar  the  appropria¬ 
tions  that  are  going  to  be  put  up  by  vari¬ 
ous  States  as  previously  indicated? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  As  the  gentleman 
knows,  I  have  always  been  a  supporter 
of  this  particular  program.  I  do  not 
believe  there  is  a  better  program  in  the 
Federal  Government  because  we  have 
been  told  year  after  year  that  for  every 
dollar  we  appropriate  the  Federal  Treas¬ 
ury  receives  $10  in  return  in  taxes  and 
in  getting  people  off  of  the  relief  rolls 
and  such  things.  This  year  they  wanted 
an  increase  of  $2,525,000  over  what  they 
had  available  in  1951.  In  view  of  the 
economic  situation,  we  have  cut  practi¬ 
cally  every  item  in  this  appropriation 
bill.  Even  though  that  is  one  that  I  did 
not  like  to  go  along  with,  I  went  along 
because  of  the  situation  in  which  we 
find  ourselves.  But  the  $125,000,  about 
which  the  gentleman  spoke,  was  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 
That  was  not  something  that  this  com¬ 
mittee  did.  We  accepted  the  Bureau’s 
recommendation  on  that  cut,  and  that 
is  the  reason  it  is  in  there. 

Mr.  DEANE.  I  am  grateful  to  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  for  the  posi¬ 
tion  he  takes  in  support  of  this  program. 
I  think  we  should  take  a  long-range  view 
of  this  whole  subject.  After  all,  our  ob¬ 
jective  should  be  to  prevent  these  unfor¬ 
tunate  people  from  going  on  public  as¬ 
sistance  unnecessarily.  We  must  con¬ 
tinue  and  enlarge  this  program  of  re¬ 
habilitation  instead  of  forcing  them  on 
the  relief  rolls.  I  trust  that  as  we  speed 
up  the  Federal  angle  of  rehabilitation 
we  will  keep  in  mind  what  the  various 
States  are  trying  to  do.  If  we  slap  them 
down  1  year,  the  chances  are  that  the 


program  may  become  seriously  handi¬ 
capped. 

I  wish  to  say  again  that  I  appreciate 
the  interest  of  the  subcommittee  in  this 
subject,  and  as  they  enter  conference  I 
trust  that  more  accurate  matching  fig¬ 
ures  will  be  available  from  the  various 
States  to  the  end  that  no  State  will  be 
penalized,  which  I  fear  if  the  present 
appropriation  is  allowed  to  stand.  Fi¬ 
nally,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of 
the  Committee,  I  trust  the  conference 
committee  will  come  within  approxi¬ 
mate  matching  distance  with  the  vari¬ 
ous  States. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Hedrick],  / 

(Mr.  HEDRICK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

ORIGIN  OF  OUR  PUBLIC  HEALTH  SERVICE 

Mr.  HEDRICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  our 
public  health  service  had  its  beginning  in 
in  1798,  as  a  program  for  the  hospital 
and  medical  care  of  American  Merchant 
Seamen.  On  display  in  the  office  of  the 
Surgeon  General,  Public  Health  Service, 
is  a  facsimile  of  the  original  act,  signed 
by  President  John  Adams.  Congress 
during  the  past  80  years,  has  imposed 
many  additional  duties  and  responsibili¬ 
ties  on  the  service.  Today,  the  Public 
Health  Service  is  carrying  out  these  re¬ 
sponsibilities  under  the  present  basic  law, 
the  Public  Health  Service  Act  of  July  1, 
1944,  Public  Law  410,  Seventy-eighth 
Congress.  It  also  administers  the  water 
Pollution  Control.  Act,  Public  Law  845, 
Eightieth  Congress,  passed  in  1948. 

Thus,  the  Congress  has  authorized  the 
Public  Health  Service  to  conduct  many 
programs  and  provide  services  which 
contribute  to  the  health  of  the  American 
people.  Some  authorizations  are  broad 
in  scope,  while  others  are  specific.  Re¬ 
search  and  investigations,  control  of 
communicable  diseases,  and  cooperation 
with  the  States,  are  in  the  broad  cate¬ 
gories;  specific  categories  cover  medical 
and  hospital  care  of  legal  beneficiaries, 
foreign  and  interstate  quarantine,  med¬ 
ical  examination  of  aliens,  the  regulation 
of  biologic  products,  control  of  venereal 
diseases  and  tuberculosis,  construction 
of  hospitals  and  health  centers,  and  the 
control  of  water  pollution.  Also,  there 
are  specific  programs  of  research  in  the 
following  fields:  microbiology — that  is, 
bacteriology — cancer,  heart  diseases, 
dental  diseases,  mental  illnesses,  arth¬ 
ritis,  and  metabolic  diseases,  neurologi¬ 
cal  diseases  and  blindness.  Some  of 
these  programs  are  the  direct  operations 
of  the  Public  Health  Service,  and  others 
are  combinations  of  direct  operations 
and  grants.  In  addition,  the  service  also 
has  grant  programs. 

IMPORTANCE  OF  PUBLIC  HEALTH  SERVICE 

Today,  and  in  the  future,  the  Public 
Health  Service  is  important.  In  every 
respect,  the  programs  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  are  concerned  with  sav¬ 
ing  the  Nation’s  manpower,  the  basic 
objective  being  to  reduce  the  volume  of 
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preventable  deaths  and  disabling  ill¬ 
ness — the  greatest  drains  upon  our 
capacity  to  produce. 

ASSISTANCE  TO  STATES  AND  LOCALITIES  IN  DISEASE 
PREVENTION  AND  CONTROL 

States  and  localities  are  assisted  by 
the  Public  Health  Service  in  the  preven¬ 
tion  and  control  of  communicable  dis¬ 
eases,  and  advised  on  other  matters  per¬ 
taining  to  the  preservation  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  public  health. 

HOSPITAL  BUILDING  PROGRAM 

The  Public  Health  Service  also  pro¬ 
vides  aid  to  the  States  and  communities 
with  the  national  hospital  survey  and 
construction  program — a  vital  health 
service.  The  Congress  established  this 
program  in  1946  under  the  Hill-Burton 
Act,  amending  the  Public  Health  Service 
Act  of  1944,  in  recognition  of  the  great 
need  throughout  the  Nation  for  hospitals 
and  health  centers.  Since  1948  almost 
1,500  projects  have  been  approved  for 
Federal  construction  grants,  of  which  382 
have  been  completed.  These  hospitals 
and  health  centers  are  integral  parts  of 
the  Nation’s  total  health  resources — es¬ 
sential  to  conserving  our  manpower  for 
industry,  farming,  and  the  Armed  Forces. 
These  facilities  will  also  greatly 
strengthen  our  abilities  to  cope  with 
atomic  or  biological  warfare  as  nearly 
all  are  located  outside  probable  target 
areas. 

NATIONAL  EMERGENCY  NEEDS 

The  national  emergency  intensifies 
the  necessity  for  continuation  and  ex¬ 
pansion  of  the  activities  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  in  the  field  of  medical  re¬ 
search,  as  well  as  in  public  health.  Re¬ 
search  accomplishments  of  the  service 
have  been  very  beneficial  in  such  times. 
As  an  example,  before  World  War  II,  re¬ 
search  workers  at  the  national  institutes 
of  health  developed  a  vaccine  to  prevent 
typhus  fever.  This  vaccine  was  mar¬ 
kedly  improved  during  the  early  days  of 
the  war.  Our  troops  were  thus  pro¬ 
tected  against  typhus  fever,  and  our 
troops  today  are  protected  by  the  same 
vaccine.  It  is  not  possible  to  determine 
what  this  contribution  will  mean  to  our 
forces  in  the  Korean  action. 

A  research  team  of  the  Public  Health 
Service  discovered  that  a  solution  of 
table  salt  and  baking  soda  in  water, 
taken  by  mouth,  will  prevent  shock  and 
death  in  a  high  proportion  of  patients 
with  severe  burns  and  injuries.  Use  of 
this  simple,  readily  available  method  will 
save  thousands  of  lives  that  would  other¬ 
wise  be  lost,  in  the  event  of  enemy  attack. 
None  of  us  can  doubt  the  value  of  this 
research. 

In  World  War  I,  some  of  the  so-called 
childhood  communicable  diseases  were 
among  the  major  problems  in  the  com¬ 
municable  disease  field  in  our  Army. 
Some  of  these  diseases  were  not  so  seri¬ 
ous  in  World  War  II.  When  you  bring 
boys  in  from  the  farm,  you  find  many 
who  have  not  been  exposed  to  such  dis¬ 
eases.  Mumps  is  an  example  of  a  very 
serious  disease  in  adult  males,  and  it  can 
be  almost  as  serious  a  disease  in  the 
adult  female,  although  not  quite  as 
much. 


HOSPITAL  LOCATIONS 

Because  the  largest  groups  of  benefi¬ 
ciaries  are  seamen  of  the  Merchant  Ma¬ 
rine  and  Coast  Guard  men,  the  Marine 
hospitals  are  located  principally  along 
the  seacoast,  the  Great  Lakes,  and  the 
Mississippi  River.  The  Public  Health 
Service  also  operates  a  tuberculosis  hos¬ 
pital  in  New  Mexico,  the  national  hos¬ 
pital  for  patients  with  Hansen’S  disease 
at  Carville,  La.,  and  two  hospitals  for 
the  treatment  and  custody  of  narcotic 
addicts  at  Fort  Worth,  Texas,  and  Lex¬ 
ington,  Ky. 

QUARANTINE  SERVICES 

Our  national  laws  for  the  exclusion  of 
epidemic  diseases  and  international  san¬ 
itary  codes,  to  which  country  is  signa¬ 
tory,  require  the  maintenance  of  quar¬ 
antine  services  at  seaports  and  airports 
of  entry,  as  well  as  at  border  stations. 

The  control  of  biologic  products  in¬ 
sures  the  potency  and  purity  of  vaccines, 
serums,  and  similar  medical  supplies. 
The  Public  Health  Service  licenses  the 
manufacture  and  importation  of  such 
products. 

VITAL  STATISTICS 

The  National  Office  of  Vital  Statistics 
of  the  Public  Health  Service  compiles, 
analyzes,  and  reports  the  Nation’s  fig¬ 
ures  on  births,  deaths,  sickness,  mar¬ 
riage,  and  other  basic  population  data. 
This  national  fact-finding  activity  is 
most  important.  As  an  example,  the 
Department  of  Defense  and  the  Selective 
Service  System  depend  on  national  vital 
statistics  for  estimates  of  the  numbers 
of  men  who  will  be  available  in  each  age 
group  for  each  year.  School  officials, 
other  governmental  agencies,  and  many 
industries  depend  on  such  data  for 
planning  their  program.  In  the  event  of 
an  enemy  attack  with  biological  weap- 
pons,  whether  by  sabotage  or  military 
operations,  the  Nation’s  ability  to  com¬ 
bat  an  introduced  disease  will  depend  in 
large  part  on  the  readiness  of  the  States 
and  the  National  Office  of  Vital  Statistics 
to  act  promptly  in  detecting  and  report¬ 
ing  cases  and  deaths. 

PARTICIPATION  IN  OTHER  FEDERAL  PROGRAMS 

The  Public  Health  Service  participates 
in  many  Federal  programs  outside  the 
Federal  Security  Agency.  It  staffs  the 
medical  and  dental  program  of  the 
Coast  Guard  and  cares  for  its  personnel 
in  Public  Health  Service  hospitals  and 
out-patient  clinics.  It  operates  the 
medical  service  in  the  Federal  prisons. 
The  National  Security  Resources  Board 
and  the  Federal  Civil  Defense  Adminis¬ 
tration  call  upon  the  Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice  for  technical  service,  including  the 
assignment  of  specialists  and  the  con¬ 
duct  of  special  studies.  Currently,  Pub¬ 
lic  Health  Service  personnel  are  assist¬ 
ing  in  at  least  40  other  Federal  activi¬ 
ties,  as  full-time  or  part-time  consult¬ 
ants,  or  as  members  of  special  commit¬ 
tees.  As  an  example,  there  are  Public 
Health  Service  consultants  with  the 
Atomic  Energy  Commission  and  with  the 
Defense  Department’s  Committee  on 
Special  Weapons. 

BACTERIAL  AND  CHEMICAL  WARFARE 

With  regard  to  bacterial  and  chemical 
warfare,  the  range  of  known  bacteria 


which  can  be  used  is  quite  extensive.  It 
can  be  spreading  typhoid  fever  by  con¬ 
taminating  our  public  water  supplies, 
either  at  the  source  or  at  the  reservoir, 
or  by  contaminating  a  public  water  sup¬ 
ply  at  some  important  point  along  the 
line.  To  illustrate,  to  attack  the  Con¬ 
gress,  one  might  find  a  major  water 
main  coming  into  the  Capitol  or  into 
one  of  the  office  buildings,  and  at  that 
point  put  the  material  in.  If  the  chlo¬ 
rine  reserve  in  the  water  at  that  point 
were  very  low,  and  it  would  be  under 
current  practices  in  the  United  States, 
then  everybody  who  had  some  of  that 
water  would  get  some  typhoid  bacilli  and 
under  certain  circumstances,  might  de¬ 
velop  typhoid  fever. 

RESEARCH 

The  original  research  arm  of  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Health  Service  was  the  National  In¬ 
stitutes  of  Health.  It  is  still  the  pri¬ 
mary  research  arm  in  the  field  of  the 
biological  sciences,  and  particularly  in 
the  field  of  fundamental  research 
as  contrasted  with  applied  research. 
Earliest  work  of  the  National  Institutes 
of  Health  was  in  the  field  of  bacteriology. 
This  was  in  the  era  of  bacteriology  when 
there  was  a  national  interest,  a  Federal 
interest,  in  diseases  which  one  man 
could  spread  to  another.  Thoughts  of 
cooperation,  thoughts  of  international 
cooperation  on  quarantine,  thoughts  of 
cooperation  between  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  the  States,  were  the  general 
thought  of  that  time.  The  program  be¬ 
gan  largely  in  that  way.  There  was  the 
thought  that  there  might  be  some  germ 
theory  of  cancer.  Also,  there  was  in¬ 
terest  in  nutrition  and  in  a  few  other 
areas.  Congress,  then,  in  1947,  passed 
unanimously  the  National  Cancer  Insti¬ 
tute  Act,  believing,  apparently,  that  the 
cancer  problem,  then  killing  125,000  or 
130,000  people  a  year,  was  of  sufficient 
importance  to  warrant  a  directed  large- 
scale  national  attack  on  it  through  Fed¬ 
eral  action. 

It  is  a  pleasure  for  me  to  call  to  the 
attention  of  the  Members  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  the  many  functions 
the  Public  Health  Service  renders  to  our 
people.  I  wish  to  congratulate  Dr. 
Leonard  A.  Scheele,  Surgeon  General, 
Public  Health  Service,  for  the  excellent 
work  being  done  by  this  Service.  I  be¬ 
lieve  he  deserves  a  great  deal  of  credit 
for  the  accomplishments  of  this  depart¬ 
ment.  The  appropriation  asked  for  the 
Public  Health  Service,  $339,364,000,  is,  I 
believe,  very  reasonable,  and  I  feel  that 
it  will  be  money  well  spent.  The  com¬ 
mittee  has  done  an  excellent  job.  There 
has  been  full  cooperation  of  all  the 
members  at  all  times.  No  dissatisfac¬ 
tion  or  criticism  from  any  member  has 
materialized  during  the  long  meetings  of 
this  subcommittee.  It  has  been  a  pleas¬ 
ure  to  serve  with  the  members  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Labor  and  Federal 
Security  of  the  House  Appropriations 
Committee.  I  hope  that  there  will  not 
be  any  amendments  offered  to  this  bill 
and  that  no  attempt  will  be  made  to  cut 
or  increase  the  appropriation.  Due  to 
the  national  emergency  all  appropria¬ 
tions  should  be  held  down  as  much  as 
possible. 
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(Mr.  HAYS  of  Arkansas  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remaiks 
which  he  made  in  Committee  of  the 

WMre’ FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  no  further  requests  for  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  If  there  are  no  fur¬ 
ther  requests  for  time,  the  Clerk  will 
read. 

The  Clerk  read  down  to  and  including 

page  1,  line  7.  ,  , 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
Mr.  Hays  of  Arkansas  having  assumed 
the  chair  as  Speaker  pro  tempore,  Mr. 
Price,  Chairman  of  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union, 
reported  that  that  Committee,  having 
had  under  consideration  the  bill  H.  R. 
3709,  had  come  to  no  resolution  thereon. 
TIME  OP  JOINT  MEETING  ON  THURSDAY 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for 
1  minute. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Hays 
of  Arkansas) .  Is  there  objection  to  the 
request  of  the  gentleman  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
desire  to  announce  to  the  House  that  as 
the  result  of  information  received  in 
connection  with  the  joint  meeting  which 
will  take  place  on  Thursday  next  as  a 
result  of  the  invitation  extended  to  Gen¬ 
eral  MacArthur,  the  joint  meeting  will 
take  place  at  12:30  p.  m. 

SPECIAL  ORDER 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  previous 
order  of  the  House,  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Tackett]  is  recognized 
for  30  minutes. 

DEMOCRACY  VERSUS  SOCIALISM 

Mr.  TACKETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
personally  invited  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Rankin]  to  be  present 
this  afternoon  to  hear  personally  the 
remarks  that  I  have  to  make. 

During  my  statement  to  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union,  Tues¬ 
day,  April  10,  1951,  as  reported  at  pages 
3688  and  3689  of  the  Congressional 
Record,  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Rankin]  asked  two  questions  of  me; 
the  first  question  being,  “Does  the  gen¬ 
tleman  think  that  the  people  of  Ontario 
are  Communists?”  and  the  second  ques¬ 
tion  being,  “Does  the  gentleman  know 
that  the  people  of  the  State  of  Arkansas 
are  overcharged  100  percent  for  their 
electricity?”  That  is  every  single,  soli¬ 
tary  word  that  was  utteted  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Mississippi. 

Now,  the  Record  reflects  quite  a  few 
remarks  by  the  gentleman  following  his 
two  questions;  however,  the  extension 
of  his  remarks  ..merely  serves  to  refute 
his  contentions  that  private  enterprise 
should  be  federalized. 

ECONOMIC  PRINCIPLES  OF  COMMUNISM  AND 
SOCIALISM  ARE  SYNONYMOUS 

The  first  of  the  two  questions  asked  of 
me  by  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi, 
“Does  the  gentleman  think  the  people  of 
Ontario  are  Communists?”  was  simply 
answered  by  my  statement  that  I  did 


not  know;  and  I  might  add  here  that 
there  is  no  difference  in  their  economic 
principles  and  those  of  communism. 

In  the  extension  of  his  remarks,  he 
states  that  the  people  of  Ontario  are  the 
most  conservative  people  in  America; 

.  that  they  have  a  fine  public  power  sys- 
i  tem ;  and  that  the  people  in  this  country 
would  save  $2,000,000,000  a  year  on 
their  light  and  power  bills  if  we  would 
adopt  the  principles  and  philosophies  of 
Ontario.  Of  course,  the  $2,000,000,000 
figure  was  grabbed  out  of  the  air  with 
no  basis  for  same  other  than  his  own 
word  of  mouth.  He  could  have  more  ac¬ 
curately  stated  that  the  people  of  On¬ 
tario  are  subjects  of  Canada  and  make 
up  a  portion  of  the  socialistic  British 
Empire. 

I  would  be  happy  for  the  gentleman  to 
compare  the  general  welfare,  educa¬ 
tional  opportunities,  economic  stability, 
and  domestic  progress  of  the  people  of 
Ontario  or  any  other  portion  of  the 
socialistic  British  Empire  with  that  of 
the  citizenship  in  any  section  of  the 
United  States. 

Russia  and  her  satellites  advocate  and 
practice  communism.  England  and  her 
dominions  advocate  and  practice  social¬ 
ism.  The  economic  policies,  philoso¬ 
phies  and  principles  of  communism  and 
socialism  are  the  same. 

OVERCHARGING  FOR  ELECTRICITY  IS  A  FELONIOUS 
CRIME 

The  second  of  the  two  questions  asked 
of  me  by  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi,  “Does  the  gentleman  know  that 
the  people  of  the  State  of  Arkansas  are 
overcharged  100  percent  for  their  elec¬ 
tricity?  was  an  exaggerated  implication 
that  any  person  buying  electricity  from 
any  source  other  than  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  being  doubly  overcharged. 

If  there  be  any  foundation  for  such 
an  implication,  it  is  the  duty  and  obliga¬ 
tion  of  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi, 
as  a  Member  of  this  Congress  and  as  a 
citizen,  of  this  country,  to  report  the 
facts  and  figures  and  divulge  the  source 
to  an  appropriate  committee  of  this  Con¬ 
gress  and  to  the  Department  of  Justice, 
insisting  that  each  and  every  electrical 
power  company  official  and  employee  re¬ 
sponsible  for  falsifying  the  income,  ex¬ 
penditures,  and  profits  of  the  respective 
companies  to  the  State  utility  com¬ 
missions  and  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission  be  prosecuted  to  the  fullest  ex¬ 
tent  of  the  State  and  Federal  laws  gov¬ 
erning  strict  control  of  earnings  and 
profits  of  private  utilities. 

If  there  be  any  basis  for  such  an  accu¬ 
sation,  the  Kefauver  and  Fulbright  in¬ 
vestigating  committees  will  have  been 
found  napping.  Their  crime  and  in¬ 
fluence  discoveries  will  not  have 
amounted  to  a  drop  in  the  bucket  com¬ 
pared  with  the  income-tax-evading 
racketeers  in  the  private  utility  com¬ 
panies  who  will  have  been  discovered 
and  exposed  by  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi. 

The  gentleman  is  also  implying  that 
the  State  utility  commissions  and  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  are  guilty  of 
dereliction  of  duty.  Surely  he  knows  that 
the  private  utilities  are  only  allowed  a 
6  percent  profit;  that  they  must  furnish 
complete,  detailed  and  itemized  accounts 


of  all  expenditures  and  income  to  the 
State  utility  commissions  and  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Power  Commission;  that  the  utilities 
can  make  no  improvements  or  extension 
of  service  without  the  consent  and  ap¬ 
proval  of  these  commissions;  and  that 
it  is  the  duty  and  obligation  of  the  State 
utility  commissions  and  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  to  carefully  investi¬ 
gate,  scrutinize,  and  regulate  all  books, 
accounts,  and  activities  of  these  utilities. 

The  gentleman  does  not  know  any 
more  than  I  do — and  I  know  nothing — 
about  the  cost  of  producing  electricity. 
He  states  in  the  extension  of  his  remarks 
that  his  table  of  figures  concerning  the 
alleged  cost  .of  electricity  and  over¬ 
charges  to  the  consuming  public  is  com¬ 
piled  by  the  finest  experts  in  America 
and  is  thoroughly  reliable.  You  and  I 
do  not  know  those  experts  or  their  quali¬ 
fications,  Mi\  Speaker.  He  never  names 
them — their  identity  is  a  secret.  Those 
experts  must  be  pretty  old  by  now  be¬ 
cause  all  of  us  have  been  seeing  the 
same  antiquated  table  with  the  same 
figures  in  the  Congressional  Record 
year  after  year,  for  many  years.  I  guess 
they  have  not  made  any  discoveries  dur¬ 
ing  the  last  several  years — since  the 
gentleman  prepared  his  table  years 
ago — lowering  the  cost  of  producing 
electricity.  The  table  still  cites  alleged 
overcharges  on  electric  rates  to  the  peo¬ 
ple  within  TVA-land  of  Tennessee  where 
there  are  no  private  electric  power  proj¬ 
ects;  and  yet,  he  contends  that  any 
charges  of  electricity  higher  than  the 
TVA  rule-stick  are  overcharges.  We  do 
not  know — none  of  us — what  it  costs  the 
Federal  Government,  through  the  TVA, 
to  produce  electricity. 

A  typical  example  of  the  gentleman’s 
exaggerations  is  noted  in  the  extension 
of  his  remarks  wherein  he  states  that 
it  would  take  a  thousand  bales  of  cot¬ 
ton  for  every  county  in  Arkansas  to  pay 
the  overcharges  for  electricity  paid  by 
the  people  of  that  State  every  year. 
This  is  nearly  as  wild  as  his  usual  phrase 
when  speaking  upon  any  project  he  fa¬ 
vors,  “This  is  the  greatest  event  in  medi¬ 
eval  or  modern  times.”  He  does  not  even 
consider  the  event  as  secondary  to  the 
birth  of  our  Saviour. 

The  gentleman  from  Mississippi  does 
not  only  contend  that  any  charges  for 
electricity  higher  than  the  Government 
can  produce  it  is  an  overcharge  to  the 
electricity  consumers,  but  he  further  con¬ 
tends  that  the  difference  in  the  cost  of 
Government-produced  electricity  and 
that  produced  by  private  enterprise 
should  be  a  net  savings  to  the  consum¬ 
ing  public.  I  am  sure  that  the  over¬ 
burdened  taxpayers  of  his  district  would 
like  to  know  what  in  the  world  is  going 
with  their  tax  moneys.  He  does  not  cal¬ 
culate  the  loss  of  taxes  because  of  the 
abolition  of  taxpaying  enterprise;  he 
does  not  take  into  consideration  this  loss 
of  taxes  being  assumed  by  the  other  peo¬ 
ple;  he  does  not  consider  the  economic 
loss  to  our  citizenship;  and  he  seems  to 
disregard  the  cost  to  the  taxpayers  of 
constructing,  operating,  and  subsidizing 
Federal  industry.  Then,  he  totally  over¬ 
looks  the  loss  of  freedom  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  by  virtue  of  a  system  exact- 
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The  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Bernard  Bras- 
kamp,  D.  D.,  offered  the  following 
prayer: 

O  Thou  eternal  God,  the  creator  and 
source  of  life  and  light,  we  thank  Thee 
for  all  the  beautiful  and  marvelous  reve¬ 
lations  and  changes  which  we  are  wit¬ 
nessing  in  the  world  of  nature  during 
this  glorious  spring-season. 

We  pray  that  these  changes  may  be 
inner  as  well  as  outer  experiences,  in¬ 
spiring  us  to  have  our  lives  rooted  and 
grounded  in  Thy  divine  life  in  order  that 
we  may  grow  in  moral  and  spiritual 
stature,  in  beauty  and  strength  of  char¬ 
acter,  and  in  obedience  to  Thy  divine 
laws. 

May  the  mysteries  and  splendors  of 
nature,  upon  which  we  are  looking  with 
wonder  and  amazement,  challenge  and 
stir  us  with  a  rebirth  of  spiritual  desires' 
and  a  renewed  spirit  of  fidelity  and  de¬ 
votion  to  life’s  loftiest  aspirations  and 
noblest  principles. 

Hear  us  in  the  name  of  our  blessed 
Lord  whom  poets  and  prophets  have 
called,  the  Lily  of  the  Valley,  the  Rose 
of  Sharon,  the  Bright  and  Morning  Star. 
Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes¬ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate,  by  Mr. 
Carrell,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced  that 
the  Senate  had  returned  pursuant  to 
House  Resolution  195,  the  bill  H.  R. 
3587,  an  act  making  supplemental  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1951,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed  a  bill  of  the  following 
title  in  which  the  concurrence  of  the 
House  is  requested: 

S.  271.  An  act  to  authorize  the  transfer  to 
the  Vermont  Agricultural  College  of  certain, 
lands  in  Addison  County,  Vt.,  for  agricultural 
purposes.  jf 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  disagrees  to  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  1)  entitled  “An 
act  to  provide  for  the  common  defense 
and  security  of  the  United  States  and  to 
permit  the  more  effective  utilization  of 
manpower  resources  of  the  United  States 
by  authorizing  universal  military  train¬ 
ing  and  service,  and  for  other  purposes” ; 
requests  a  conference  with  the  House  on 
the  disagreeing „ votes  of  the  two  Houses 
thereon,  and  appoints  Mr.  Russell,  Mr. 
Byrd,  Mr.  /  Johnson  of  Texas,  Mr. 
Bridges,  and  Mr.  Saltonstall  to  be  the 
confereejr'on  the  part’  of  the  Senate. 

The  rfiessage  also  announced  that  the 
Vice, .President  has  appointed  Mr.  John¬ 
ston  of  South  Carolina  and  Mr.  Langer 
members  of  the  joint  select  committee  on 
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the  part  of  the  Senate,  as  provided  for 
in  the  act  of  August  5,  1939,  entitled 
“An  act  to  provide  for  the  disposition  of 
certain  records  of  the  United  States  Gov¬ 
ernment,”  for  the  disposition  of  execu¬ 
tive  papers  referred  to  in  the  report  of 
the  Archivist  of  the  United  States  num¬ 
bered  51-18. 

ANNOUNCEMENT 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  desires  to 
make  a  statement.  After  consultation 
with  the  majority  and  the  minority  lead¬ 
ers  of  the  House  and  remembering  the 
tgrrific  jam  we  had  upon  this  floor  on 
previous  occasions,  with  the  consent  and 
approval  of  the  floor  leaders,  the  Chair 
announces  that  on  tomorrow  during  the 
ceremony  the  door  immediately  oppo¬ 
site  the  Speaker  will  be  open  and  the 
doors  on  the  Speaker’s  left  and  right  and 
none  other.  No  one  will  be  allowed  upon 
the  floor  of  the  House  who  does  not  have 
the  privilege  of  the  floor  of  the  House. 

No  one  will  be  allowed  in  the  gallery 
who' ‘does  not  have  a  ticket. 

SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to'address  the  House  for  3  min¬ 
utes  today,  following  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered. 

Mr.  MEADER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  vacate  the  special  order 
granted  him  for  tomorrow,  and  to  ad¬ 
dress  the  House  for  40  minutes  on  Mon¬ 
day  next,  following  the ,  legislative  pro¬ 
gram  and  any  special  orders  heretofore 
entered,  f 

STEiART  SYMINGTON 

(Mr.  PEATMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permissjOn  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
pointJfi  the  Record.) 

Mf.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Pres¬ 
ident  of  the  United  States  is  to  be  com¬ 
mended  for  selecting  W.  Stuart  Syming¬ 
ton  Administrator  of  the  Reconstruction 
Finance  Corporation. 

Stuart  Symington  is  an  outstanding 
American.  He  is  not  only  an  intelligent, 
alert,  able  person,  always  working  100 
percent  in  the  public  interest  regardless 
of  the  capacity  in  public  or  private  life 
in  which  he  is  serving.  He  is  also  a  suc¬ 
cessful  businessman.  He  has  success¬ 
fully  organized,  reorganized,  built,  es¬ 
tablished,  and  operated  some  of  the 
finest  and  best  business  concerns  in  the 
United  States.  His  ability  as  a  busi¬ 
nessman  is  unquestioned.  He  is  not 
against  big  business  as  such  and  he  is 
particularly  a  friend  of  small  and  in¬ 
dependent  business.  In  Stuart  Syming¬ 
ton,  small-business  men,  wage  earners, 
small  farmers,  and  consumers  gener¬ 
ally  have  an  official  in  one  of  the 
most  important  places  in  our  Govern¬ 
ment — the  head  of  the  RFC — who  un¬ 
derstands  their  needs  and  aspirations. 


It  is  my  sincere  hope  that  his  con¬ 
firmation  in  the  other  body  will  receive 
unanimous  approval.  I  do  not  know  of 
a  man  in  the  United  States  who  is  held 
in  higher  esteem  and  who  has  conducted 
himself  before  congressional  committees 
with  greater  ability,  more  discretion,  and 
with  greater  success  in  the  public  inter¬ 
est  than  Stuart  Symington. 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  extend  his 
remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

[Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan  ad¬ 
dressed  the  House.  His  remarks  will  ap¬ 
pear  hereafter  in  the  Appendix.! 

CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  make,  the  point  of  order  that 
a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
isr&ot  present. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  a  call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names: 

[Roll  No.  32] 


Abbitt 

Engle 

Passman 

Allen,  La. 

Evins 

Potter 

Bailey 

Gillette 

Powell 

Barden 

Gwinn 

Rlehlman 

Boykin 

Hall, 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Brehm 

Leonard  W. 

Sasscer 

Buchanan 

Hand 

Siemlnskl 

Canfield 

Hart 

Staggers 

Cannon 

Hebert 

Stigler 

Carnahan 

Kearney 

Stockman 

Celler 

King 

Taylor 

Chatham 

McKinnon 

Towe 

Cotton 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Vail 

Dawson 

Miller.  N.  Y. 

Velde 

Dingell 

Morrison 

Wickersham 

Donovan 

Murdock 

Wood,  Idaho 

Eaton 

Murray,  Wis. 

Woodruff 

Elston 

O’Toole 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  roll  call,  378 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
,  a  quorum. 

\  By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 

^SPECIAL  ORDER  GRANTED 

Mr.  HQLIFIELD  asked  and  was  given 
permissibly  to  address  the  House  for  30 
minutes  today,  following  any  special  or¬ 
ders  heretofore  entered. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR-FEDERAL  SE¬ 
CURITY  AGENCY  AND  RELATED  INDE¬ 
PENDENT  AGENCIES  APPROPRIATION 
BILL,  1952 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  3709)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Labor,  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and 
related  independent  agencies  for  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for 
other  purposes. 
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The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill,  H.  R.  3709, 
with  Mr.  Price  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Com¬ 
mittee  rose  on  yesterday,  the  Clerk  had- 
read  the  first  paragraph  of  the  bill.  If 
there  are  no  amendments  to  the  para¬ 
graph,  the  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

BUREAU  OP  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY 

Salaries  and  expenses :  For  expenses  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  general  administration  of  the 
employment  service  and  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation  programs,  including  temporary  em¬ 
ployment  of  persons,  without  regard  to  the 
civil-ser.vice  laws,  for  the  farm  placement 
migratory  labor  program;  for  cooperation 
with  the  United  States  Immigration  and 
Naturalization  Service  and  the  Secretary  of 
State  in  negotiating  and  carrying  out  agree¬ 
ments  relating  to  the  employment  of  foreign 
agricultural  workers,  subject  to  the  immi¬ 
gration  laws  and  when  necessary  to  supple¬ 
ment  the  domestic  labor  force;  and  npt  to 
exceed  $10,000  for  services  as  authorized  by 
section  15  of  the  act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S. 
C.  55a);  $4,635,500,  of  which  $743,500  shall 
be  for  carrying  into  effect  the  provisions  |sf 
title  IV  (except  sec.  602)  of  the  ServiOT^ 
men’s  Readjustment  Act  of  1944. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  committee  has  rec¬ 
ommended  the  reduction  of  the  budget 
estimate  for  the  Veterans’  Employment 
Service  from  $1,583,000  to  $743,500.  I 
am  in  receipt  of  a  letter  from  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Legion,  the  Disabled  American  Vet¬ 
erans,  the  Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars  of 
the  United  States,  and  the  American 
Veterans  of  World  War  II,  which  I  would 
like  to  read  at  this  time,  relative  to  this 
drastic  cut.  The  letter  is  as  follows: 

To  the  Honorable  Mike  Mansfield, 

Member  of  Congress: 

We,  the  undersigned,  representing  the 
American  Legion,  Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars 
of  the  United  States,  Disabled  American 
Veterans,  and  the  American  Veterans  of 
World  War  II,  wish  to  strongly  protest  the 
report  of  the  Department  of  Labor-Federal 
Security  Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  which  recommends  the  reduction  of 
the  budget  estimate  for  the  Veterans’  Em¬ 
ployment  Service  from  $1,583,000  to  $743,500. 
The  committee  expressed  its  belief  that  one 
Federal  veterans’  representative  and  a  clerk, 
stenographer  for  each  State  and  Territory, 
together  with  a  small  headquarters  staff, 
would  be  adequate.  This  action  amounts  to 
a  cut  of  over  53  percent,  and  in  money  an 
amount  of  $839,500.  This  constitutes  a  stag¬ 
gering  and  crippling  blow  to  an  already  small 
but  hard-working  and  sincere  Government 
service  agency. 

The  Veterans’  Employment  Service  is  man¬ 
dated  by  the  people  of  this  Nation  and  the 
Congress,  under  provision  of  title  IV  of  the 
Servicemen’s  Readjustment  Act  of  1944,  as 
amended,  to  cooperate  and  aid  the  United 
States  Employment  Service  and  State  em¬ 
ployment  services  to  the  end  that  veterans 
shall  receive  the  maximum  of  job  counseling 
and  job  opportunity  in  the  field  of  gainful 
employment - ■ 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TABER.  The  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  shows  that  the  budget  estimates 


on  the  Veterans’  Reemployment  Service 
of  the  Labor  Department  was  $277,000,- 
000,  and  the  amount  allowed  was  $277,- 
000,000.  Therefore,  it  is  rather  difficult 
to  understand  the  communication  which 
the  gentleman  has  received. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  may  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  that  on  the 
basis  of  the  information  I  have  the 
budget  estimate  for  the  Veterans’  Em¬ 
ployment  Service  was  $1,583,000,  and  it 
has  been  reduced  to  $743,500. 

If  the  gentleman  will  allow  me  to  con¬ 
tinue  with  this  letter,  I  will  put  all  the 
facts  on  the  Record. 

The  letter  reads  further  as  follows: 

To  reduce  this  splendid,  compact,  well- 
organized  force  of  176  professional  field  rep¬ 
resentatives,  together  with  the  8  professional 
staff  members  located  in  Washington,  a  shell 
of  some  53  field  representatives  and  a  corre¬ 
spondingly  smaller  unit  in  headquarters 
would  simply  render  the  Veterans’  Employ¬ 
ment  Service  incapable  of  performing  the 
responsibilities  and  duties  mandated  to  them 
by  law. 

Let  us  point  out  that  there  still  remains 
a  sizable  future  task  to  be  accomplished  in 
terms  of  employment  of  veterans  currently 
being  trained  under  programs  sponsored  by 
the  Government.  As  of  February  28,  1951, 
the  Veterans’  Administration  cites  1,576,484 
veterans  in  educational  and  training  pro¬ 
grams  under  provisions  of  Public  Law  346. 
On  this  same  date  there  were  93,604  disabled 
veterans  receiving  vocational  rehabilitation. 
The  majority  of  these  trainees  are  potential 
manpower  for  defense  industry  or  activities 
contributing  to  the  defense  program.  The 
present  conflict  in  Korea  and  the  increased 
mobilization  of  our  Armed  Forces  can  only 
result  in  a  substantial  increase  in  the  num¬ 
ber  of  disabled  veterans  who  will  require 
job-finding  assistance.  By  late  1951  and 
early  1952  the  Veterans’  Employment  Service 
will  probably  be  faced  with  a  situation  which 
will  not  differ  basically  from  that  of  1945 
and  1946.  Thousands  of  servicemen  will  be 
discharged  from  service  with  combat  dis¬ 
abilities  and  additional  thousands  with  in¬ 
juries  resulting  from  training  and  other 
accidents.  It  will  be  the  responsibility  of 
the  Veterans’  Employment  Service  to  facili¬ 
tate  their  return  to  civilian  life  by  finding 
them  suitable  employment. 

Notwithstanding  statistics  which  indicate 
that  there  are  62,000,000  people  employed 
today  and  the  labor  market  is  tightening, 
the  fact  remains  that  there  are  many  com¬ 
munities  where  employment  is  spotty. 
Many  areas  still  have  relatively  high  unem¬ 
ployment.  Opportunity  to  materially  reduce 
unemployment  in  these  areas  appears  to  be 
small  because  of  geographical  location,  hous¬ 
ing  shortage,  and  inability  of  large  number 
of  workers  to  migrate.  The  particular  prob¬ 
lem  as  we  representatives  of  the  veterans 
organizations  see  it  is  that  the  Veterans 
Employment  Service  can  make  a  most  signifi¬ 
cant  contribution  in  using  its  special  facili¬ 
ties  to  gain  for  the  veteran  advancement 
from  mediocre  jobs  to  positions  which  will 
make  full  use  of  the  skills  he  has  acquired 
and  the  experience  he  has  undergone  in 
training. 

The  task  of  rendering  special  services  to 
Veterans  in  the  field  of  gainful  employment 
remains  great.  Current  operations  of  and 
deployment  of  personnel  of  the  Veterans’ 
Employment  Service  is  servicing  efficiently 
and  valuably  to  the  welfare  of  our  fighting 
men  and  women  upon  their  discharge  from 
service  to  their  country.  We  believe  that 
it  is  absolutely  essential  that  their  efforts 
and  continuing  positive  accomplishments  be 
maintained. 

The  American  Legion,  the  Veterans  of 
Foreign  Wars  of  the  United  States,  the  Dis¬ 
abled  American  Veterans,  and  the  American 
Veterans  of  World  War  II  at  their  respective 
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1950  conventions  and  encampments  man¬ 
dated  full  support  to  the  maintenance  of 
the  Veterans  Employment  Service  and  its 
operation  of  service  to  veterans  in  the  field 
of  gainful  employment.  We,  therefore,  the 
undersigned,  respectfully  request  that  action 
be  taken  which  will  result  in  the  restoration 
of  funds  to  the  full  amount  as  requested  by 
the  President  in  his  budget  for  the  fiscal 
y  ar  1952— $1,583,000. 

Miles  D.  Kennedy, 

Director,  National  Legislative  Com¬ 
mission,  the  American  Legion. 

F.  M.  Sullivan, 

Legislative  Director,  Disabled  Amer¬ 
ican  Veterans. 

Omar  B.  Ketchum, 

Director  of  Legislation,  Veterans  of 
Foreign  Wars  of  the  United  States. 

Clarence  G.  Adamy, 

National  Service  Director,  American 
Veterans  of  World  War  II. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my  hope  that  the 
Senate  will  restore  this  cut,  and  that 
the  House,  in  conference,  will  agree  to 
this.  This  service,  in  behalf  of  our  vet¬ 
erans,  is  most  vitally  needed  and  will  be 
in  the  future. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Payments  to  school  district:  For  payments 
to  local  educational  agencies  for  the  main¬ 
tenance  and  operation  of  schools  as  author¬ 
ized  by  the  act  of  September  30,  1950  (Pub¬ 
lic  Law  874),  $28,000,000. 

Mr.  NORRELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Norrell:  On 
page  15,  line  9,  strike  out  the  period,  insert 
a  colon  in  lieu  thereof  and  the  following: 
“Provided,  That,  for  the  purposes  of  this 
appropriation,  ( 1 )  the  local  contribution  rate 
computed  for  any  local  educational  agency 
under  section  3  of  such  act  of  September 
30,  1950,  shall  be  not  less  than  80  percent 
and  not  more 'than  120  percent  of  the  na¬ 
tional  average  local  contribution  rate  dur¬ 
ing  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and 
(2)  the  current  expenditures  per  child  de¬ 
termined  for  any  such  agency  under  section 
4  of  such  act  of  September  30,  1950,  shall 
be  not  less  than  80  percent  and  not  more 
than  120  percent  of  the  national  average 
current  expenditures  per  child  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  providing  free  public  education  dur¬ 
ing  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950.” 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  a  point  of  order  against  the 
amendment  on  the  ground  that  it  is  leg¬ 
islation  on  an  appropriation  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arkansas  desire  to  be  heard 
on  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  NORRELL.  I  would  ask  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Rhode  Island  to  reserve 
his  point  of  order  rather  than  make  it, 
in  order  to  permit  me  to  make  a  state¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
reserve  the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  NORRELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  my  other 
amendment  on  page  16,  line  3,  may  be 
considered  at  this  time,  for  I  am’  sure 
the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  will 
make  a  point  of  order  against  it  also 
on  the  same  grounds.  I  make  this  re¬ 
quest  in  order  that  my  remarks  may  be 
directed  to  both  amendments  at  the  same 
time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  second  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Arkansas. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Norrell:  On 
page  16,  line  3,  strike  out  the  period,  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  a  colon  and  the  following: 
“And  provided  further,  That  in  the  case  of 
any  application  by  a  local  educational  agency 
approved  after  July  1,  1951,  for  payment 
under  section  202  of  such  act,  the  amount 
made  available  by  the  Commissioner  of  Edu¬ 
cation  out  of  this  appropriation  shall  not 
exceed  $500  times  the  number  of  children 
with  respect  to  whom  such  agency  is  enti¬ 
tled  to  receive  payment  under  such  section 
202.” 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  a  point  of  order  against  this 
amendment  also,  on  the  ground  that  it 
is  legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill; 
and  I  reserve  both  points  of  order,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Arkansas  is  recognized  for  5  min¬ 
utes. 

Mr.  NORRELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
not  going  to  consume  the  entire  5  min¬ 
utes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  consulted  with 
the  House  Parliamentarian  with  regard 
to  both  these  amendments.  They  deal 
with  the  law  that  we  enacted  last  year 
regarding  the  school-aid  program  in  de¬ 
fense  areas  both  as  to  construction  and 
maintenance. 

I  admit  that  my  amendments,  if 
adopted,  would  change  the  basic  law  of 
the  land  regarding  these  matters  and, 
therefore,  they  are  subject  to  points  of 
order;  this  is  legislation  on  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill.  But  the  facts  are  that  since 
the  enactment  of  this  law  last  year  cer¬ 
tain  weaknesses  have  arisen  which 
should  have  the  attention  of  this  Con¬ 
gress. 

,  Mr.  SCHWABE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  NORRELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SCHWABE.  I  wanted  to  know  if 
the  gentleman’s  remarks  applied  to  both 
amendments. 

Mr.  NORRELL.  Yes. 

Mr.  SCHWABE.  Or  to  only  one. 
Would  the  last  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  be  legislation  on  an  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  or  merely  a  limiting 
amendment? 

Mr.  NORRELL.  I  am  advised  by  the 
House  Parliamentarian  that  it  is  legis¬ 
lation,  and  I  believe  that  is  correct. 
What  I  say  has  to  do  with  both  amend¬ 
ments-  The  construction  amendment, 
however,  deals  with  the  matter  of  con¬ 
structing  these  school  buildings  in  de¬ 
fense  areas.  It  is  estimated  that  the 
eventual  cost  may  run  to  something  like 
$500,000,000.  If  my  amendment  should 
be  adopted  it  would  reduce  the  Federal 
contribution  in  all  the  schools  to  a  more 
conservative  basis.  The  one  on  mainte¬ 
nance  is  this:  It  has  developed  that  the 
Government  must  give  to  certain  areas 
where  they  do  not  need  much,  if  any, 
additional  aid  to  schools.  It  is  an  enor¬ 
mous  and  unnecessary  expenditure,  but 
it  must  be  made  because  there  is  no  dis¬ 
cretionary  authority  whatsoever  in  the 
Government  officials  who  are  enforcing 
the  law.  It  has  developed  in  other  cases 


where  a  larger  amount  is  needed.  In 
certain  areas  they  cannot  under  existing 
law  get  the  amount  they  actually  would 
need. 

So  my  amendment,  if  adopted,  would 
permit  a  variation  or  discretionary 
scope  of  not  less  than  80  or  more  than 
120  percent  and  would  not  cost  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  any  more  money.  I  admit  both 
amendments  are  subject  to  the  points  of 
order  made,  but  I  make  this  statement 
in  order  to  get  the  matter  in  the  Record. 
I  am  going  to  introduce  a  bill  on  the  sub¬ 
ject  and  I  trust  that  the  jurisdictional 
legislative  committee  will  give  it  careful 
consideration. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  admit  that  both 
amendments  are  subject  to  the  points  of 
order. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Price).  The 
Chair  sustains  the  points  of  order 
against  both  amendments. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  page  27  of  this  bill 
is  an  appropriation  for  St.  Elizabeths 
Hospital.  I  want  to  call  the  attention  of 
my  colleagues  to  the  very  excellent  work 
being  done  at  St.  Elizabeths  Hospital 
and  to  the  fact  that  in  the  annual  report 
of  this  year  in  relation  to  religious  serv¬ 
ices  provided  for  the  patients  the  hos¬ 
pital  has  an  unusual  record.  The  su¬ 
perintendent,  Dr.  Overholser,  who  some 
years  ago  was  Commissioner  of  Mental 
Diseases  in  Massachusetts,  and  a  very 
fine  gentleman,  an  outstanding  member 
of  his  profession,  has  cooperated  in  every 
way  possible  with  the  Catholic  priest, 
Protestant  minister,  and  the  -  Jewish 
rabbi. 

In  the  annual  report  covering  St. 
Elizabeths  Hospital  it  is  stated : 

Regular  services  have  been  conducted  for 
Catholic,  Protestant,  and  Jewish  patients. 
These  services  are  well  attended,  and  an 
effort  is  made  to  enable  every  patient  to  go 
whose  mental  and  physical  condition 
permits. 

The  report  also  states: 

The  hospital  is  fortunate  in  having  a  full¬ 
time  Protestant  chaplain  and  a  full-time 
Catholic;  chaplain,  both  of  whom  are  assisted 
in  their  duties  by  seminarians  on  a  volunteer 
basis. 

The  report  further  states : 

Jewish  services  have  been  held  regularly 
through  the  Jewish  Welfare  Board  and  the 
Rabbinical  Council.  The  Hebrew  Sisters  Aid 
Circle  has  assisted  during  the  year  in  the 
religious  services  conducted  for  Jewish  pa¬ 
tients  and  in  providing  entertainment  for 
holidays  and  distributing  refreshments. 

Further  on  the  report  states : 

Both  the  Protestant  and  Catholic  chap¬ 
lains  renew  their  urgent  plea  for  a  separate 
interdenominational  chapel.  The  room  at 
present  used  for  chapel  in  the  basement  of 
Hitchcock  Hall  Is  wholy  inadequate  in  size 
to  accommodate  the  number  of  patients  who 
attend  religious  services. 

The  need  for  a  chapel  for  the  hospital 
has  been  mentioned  in  annual  reports 
for  a  number  of  years,  but  partly  because 
the  growth  of  the  institution  made  such 
pressures  for  additional  buildings  the 
proposal  to  build  a  new  chapel  has  not 
survived  the  review  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget.  The  request,  therefore,  has 
never  officially  been  made  to  the  Con¬ 


gress,  and  was  not  submitted  this  year 
in  the  budget  estimates. 

This  hospital  has  about  8,500  patients. 
We  can  therefore  realize  what  an  im¬ 
portant  problem  this  is. 

Furthermore,  we  all  recognize  the  im¬ 
portance  of  religion  and  faith  in  our 
individual  lives,  and  certainly  that  would 
have  particular  application  to  those  in 
hospitals  and  probably  extra  emphasis 
should  be  laid  upon  those  in  mental 
institutions. 

My  purpose  in  rising  to  address  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  at  this  time  is 
to  have  something  in  the  Record  to  show 
that  there  is  an  interest  in  the  near 
future  in  having  such  a  chapel  author¬ 
ized  and  money  provided  for  its  con¬ 
struction. 

I  hope  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  and  the  other  members  of  the 
subcommittee  as  well  as  the  members  of 
the  full  Committee  on  Appropriations, 
if  and  when  a  budget  estimate  comes  up, 
will  give  this  matter  their  deep  con¬ 
sideration,  and  I  sincerely  trust  that 
when  a  budget  estimate  does  come  up 
in  the  future  it  will  be  favorably  acted 
upon.  Knowing  the  views  and  the  senti¬ 
ments  of  my  friend  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty],  I  am  sure 
that  he  will  agree  with  that  observation. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  In  the  5  or  6  years 
that  I  have  been  on  this  committee,  we 
have  never  had  a  budget  estimate  for 
this  particular  program,  but  I  think  I 
can  assure  the  gentleman,  in  agreement 
with  the  rest  of  my  subcommittee,  that 
if  a  budget  estimate  is  submitted  to  this 
committee  next  year  it  will  be  given  every 
consideration. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  appreciate  that 
very  much. 

Mr.  EDWIN  ARTHUR  HALL.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last 
word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  subject  of  priorities 
in  the  construction  program  on  the  civil¬ 
ian  level  has  come  before  the  attention 
of  each  and  every  Member  of  this  House 
in  the  form  of  letters  from  home  from 
the  various  school  boards  and  interested 
officials  in  the  various  school-building 
programs.  I  have  in  mind  a  particular 
program  in  my  district  where  the  school 
need  is  great  indeed,  yet  there  is  appar¬ 
ently  no  ability  on  the  part  of  the  school 
board  and  the  officials  in  that  particular 
community  to  obtain  the  materials  that 
they  need. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDWIN  ARTHUR  HALL.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Is  that  in  the  Triple 

QT’PCI  9 

Mr.  EDWIN  ARTHUR  HALL.  No ;  it  is 
a  little  north  of  the  Triple  Cities.  There 
are  other  parts  in  my  district  besides 
the  Triple  Cities. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDWIN  ARTHUR  HALL.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Is  the  gentleman 
talking  about  Public  Law  815,  the  school 
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construction  bill,  or  some  situation  which 
the  Government  does  not  have  anything 
to  do  with  at  all? 

Mr.  EDWIN  ARTHUR  HALL.  I  am 
talking  about  the  whole  construction 
program  on  the  home  front.  As  the  gen¬ 
tleman  knows,  for  the  past  year  there 
has  been  great  concern  on  the  part  of 
the  school  officials  and  various  leaders  in 
separate  communities  over  these  con¬ 
struction  programs.  If  you  will  recall, 
there  have  been  instances  in  the  case 
of  every  Member  where  he  has  been  re¬ 
quested  to  see  Charles  Wilson  or  some 
other  Government  official  so  that  we 
could  get  some  kind  of  priority  of  con¬ 
struction  material  in  various  civic  en¬ 
deavors  back  home.  It  seems  to  me  that 
while  we  are  in  this  defense  program 
that  we  ought  to  make  allowances  for 
the  construction  of  schools  and  various 
community  buildings  so  that  as  these  de¬ 
fense  programs  grow,  as  workers  are 
moved  into  one  section  or  another,  we 
will  be  able  to  continue  with  our  commu¬ 
nity  system.  We  do  not  want  it  to  get 
the  way  it  is  behind  the  iron  curtain 
where  whole  communities  are  uprooted 
and  deprived  of  the  church  and  the 
school  influence  and  other  beneficial  in¬ 
stitution  that  we,  as  Americans,  have 
been  accustomed  to. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  I  assume  that  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  is  well  aware 
of  the  fact  that  the  Federal  Government 
only  has  jurisdiction  in  cases  of  this  type 
in  federally  impacted  areas  brought 
about  by  the  military  and  defense  in¬ 
stallations  that  bring  about  overcrowded 
conditions  of  nearby  schools. 

Mr.  EDWIN  ARTHUR  HALL.  School 
officials  in  our  section  want  to  be  sure 
they  are  able  to  obtain  building  mate¬ 
rials.  How  do  we  know  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  will  not  crack  down  on  them 
and  deprive  us  of  this  necessary  func¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  PERKINS.  From  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  statement,  do  the  schools  that  he 
has  in  mind  come  within  the  purview  of 
Public  Law  815  or  not? 

Mr.  EDWIN  ARTHUR  HALL.  All  I 
can  say  to  the  gentleman  is  that  we  have 
to  look  ahead  all  the  time.  We  have 
to  look  into  the  future  and  see  what  the 
possibilities  will  be,  because  within  the 
next  6  months  or  a  year  or  the  next  2 
years  there  may  be  a  possibility  of  wide¬ 
spread  cracking  down  on  the  procure¬ 
ment  of  various  materials. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  I  assume  again  the 
gentleman  is  well  aware  of  the  fact  that 
Public  Law  815  takes  care  of  impacted 
construction  in  impacted  areas  caused 
by  the  loss  of  revenue  by  the  various 
school  districts  by  reason  of  military 
and  other  defense  installations.  May  I 
ask  the  gentleman  if  that  law  is  not 
broad  enough  to  cover  the  specific  in¬ 
stances  about  which  he  is  talking? 

Mr.  EDWIN  ARTHUR  HALL.  In  the 
next  6  months  there  may  be  a  whole¬ 
sale  cracking  down  by  Charles  E.  Wil¬ 
son  and  some  of  the  other  high  officials 
on  the  civilian  population.  We  want  to 
know  what  it  is  going  to  entail. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 


Mr.  Chairman,  on  page  14,  line  3, 
the  bill  states: 

Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this 
appropriation  shall  he  available  for  voca¬ 
tional  education  in  distributive  occupations. 

Some  questions  come  to  my  mind  con¬ 
cerning  this  language.  It  appears  to  me 
this  language  is  rather  restrictive  and 
may  interfere  with  some  programs  which 
have  been  put  into  effect.  May  I  ask 
some  member  of  the  committee  if  this 
language  will  restrict  any  of  the  work 
which  is  being  done  in  connection  with 
the  GI  training  in  distributive  occupa¬ 
tions? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  This  law  has  noth¬ 
ing  specific  to  do  with  the  GI  training. 
This  appropriation  is  for  distributive 
education  under  the  George-Barden  Act 
It  does  eliminate  distributive  education 
under  that  act  for  the  next  fiscal  year, 
insofar  as  Federal  funds  are  concerned. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  No  funds  under  the 
George-Barden  Act  are  presently  being 
used  in  connection  with  GI  training? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  This  program  was 
established  before  the  GI  bill  became 
law — several  years  before. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  We  have  received 
several  wires  from  retail  establishments 
in  the  city  of  St.  Paul  concerning  the 
programs  they  have  there  of  training 
people  to  work  on  display  and  retail  ad¬ 
vertising,  and  so  forth.  That  has  been 
done,  as  I  understand,  under  the  George- 
Barden  fund.  As  I  understand  this  lan¬ 
guage,  is  would  knock  out  that  particular 
type  of  training.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  As  far  as  the  Federal 
contribution  to  these  schools  is  con¬ 
cerned,  the  statement  is  correct.  How¬ 
ever,  it  does  not,  of  course,  in  any  way 
prohibit  the  States  from  carrying  on 
that  work  with  their  own  funds. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  understand,  as 
the  chairman  must  realize,  that  there 
are  a  number  of  schools  that  have  set 
those  programs  into  operation  expecting 
the  cooperation  which  they  have  had  in 
the  past  with  Federal  funds. 

Mr.  LANHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  LANHAM.  It  seems  to  me  it  is 
unfortunate  that  this  language  has  been 
written  into  this  bill.  Does  not  the  gen¬ 
tleman  agree  that  distribution  is  just  as 
important  in  our  free-enterprise  sys¬ 
tem  as  production?  In  my  own  State 
it  is  going  to  mean  that  about  20,000 
people  who  are  now  getting  training  will 
not  in  the  future  be  able  to  get  it. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  The  language 
struck  me  as  being  unfortunate  in  the 
respect  that  this  program  has  not  been 
in  operation  any  great  length  of  time. 
I  think  it  was  1947  that  the  program  was 
inaugurated. 

Mr.  BROWNSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BROWNSON.  I  brought  up  yes¬ 
terday  a  question  similar  to  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  question,  and  I  checked  again  last 
night.  In  my  opinion,  where  this  does 


tie  in  with  the  GI  on-the-job  training 
is  that  many  mercantile  establishments 
have  been  using  courses  set  up  in  the 
high  schools  and  other  public  schools 
under  the  Barden  Act  to  fulfill  their  ob¬ 
ligations  for  training  under  the  GI  on- 
the-job-training  program.  That  was 
the  reaction  they  gave  me  in  trying  to 
check  up  in  response  to  letters  such  as 
you  have  had.  In  other  words,  the  GI 
trainees  are  getting  their  training,  the 
formal  part  of  it,  in  public  high  schools 
under  trade-association  programs  which 
are  being  financed  by  the  Barden  Act. 
So,  so  far  as  I  can  find  insofar  as  that  is 
true,  there  is  somewhat  of  a  tie-in  be¬ 
tween  the  GI  training  and  distributive- 
education  training  under  the  Barden 
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Mr.  MARSHALL.  It  is  a  little  difficult 
in  setting  up  the  departments  in  the 
schools  to  carry  on  certain  types  of 
training  to  draw  the  line  quite  correctly 
and  undoubtedly  there  are  certain  pro¬ 
grams  which  receive  at  least  supple¬ 
mentary  support.  The  chairman  said 
it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  George.- 
Barden  Act  to  use  funds  directly  for  that 
purpose,  however.  The  elimination  of 
these  funds  by  this  restrictive  language 
may  seriously  affect  some  of  the  depart¬ 
ments  and  the  very  schools  where  they 
have  been  making  use  of  that  particular 
type  of  program. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  has  expired. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  pro  forma  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  purpose  of  my  tak¬ 
ing  the  floor  now  is  more  to  ask  the 
committee  a  question  rather  than  to 
make  any  extended  statement.  I  come 
from  an  area  where  the  increase  in  pop¬ 
ulation  has  been  almost  phenomenal. 
That  is  the  Detroit,  Mich.,  area.  Detroit, 
as  everyone  knows,  is  a  great  center  of 
production  of  the  sinews  of  war.  There 
was  brought  into  that  locality  during 
the  last  war  an  immense  population. 
These  people  have  remained  there. 
They  did  not  move  away.  With  the  in¬ 
flux  of  workers  and  their  families  came 
problems  which  the  local  school  boards 
could  not  solve.  The  result  is  they  have 
to  depend  on  Federal  contributions  to 
help  them,  if  the  cause  of  education  is 
going  to  be  served  in  that  area. 

There  are  several  school  districts  in 
my  congressional  district  which  are 
vitally  affected  and  where  a  situation 
such  as  I  have  described  exists.  From 
all  over  southeast  Michigan,  from  my 
district  as  well  as  others,  have  come 
appeals  from  school  officials  to  the  effect 
that  the  amount  provided  in  this  bill  is 
not  adequate  or  sufficient  to  meet  the 
problem  and  solve  it.  I  refer  to  the 
language  on  page  15  under  “Grants  for 
school  construction.”  You  will  notice  it 
says  grants  for  emergency  school  con¬ 
struction,  $75,000,000.  I  have  asked  one 
member  of  the  committee,  and  I  now  ask 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  if 
the  evidence  submitted  to  your  commit¬ 
tee,  when  you  were  conducting  hearings 
on  this  subject,  indicated  the  amount 
was  adequate  to  meet  the  problem  when 
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the  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor 
reported  the  bill. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  No,  they  did  not  so 
state  it.  They  stated  at  the  time  we 
held  hearings  about  2  months  ago  that 
they  had  just  submitted  to  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  a  request  for  an  additional 
$100,000,000  for  this  fiscal  year,  1951, 
and  I  have  since  learned  in  the  last  3 
days  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  al¬ 
lowed  $50,000,000  of  that  request.  That 
request  has  been  sent  to  the  other  body 
where  they  are  now  holding  hearings  on 
this  very  bill  and  on  the  supplemental 
bill. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  And  the  indications 
are  that  that  amount  might  be  added  to 
the  $75,000,000  provided  in  this  bill? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  No,  I  do  not  want 
the  gentleman  to  be  misled.  That  is 
not  the  $75,000,000  that  you  have  re¬ 
ferred  to,  which  is  being  appropriated 
for  the  next  fiscal  year.  The  $50,000,000 
I  refer  to  is  a  deficiency  appropriation 
for  this  fiscal  year  of  1951. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  That  is  to  finish  the 
fiscal  year? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  It  is  my  understanding 
and  absolute  conviction  that  should  this 
provision  for  $50,000,000  additional — or 
$75,000,000 — $25,000,000  of  which  is  for 
this  year,  plus  the  $50,000,000  supple¬ 
mental  which  has  been  requested,  be  en¬ 
acted  into  law,  we  will  still  be  short  some 
eighty  or  eighty-five  million  dollars  of 
the  amount  necessary  to  cover  already 
approved  projects. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  And,  of  course,  we 
anticipate  problems  arising  out  of  the 
present  emergency  program  as  a  fur¬ 
ther  Federal  impact  on  local  com¬ 
munities. 

Mr.  NORRELL.  You  have  a  problem 
which  my  amendment  attempted  to  cor¬ 
rect.  In  one  area  of  the  United  States 
you  will  have  a  district  that  does  not 
need  any  aid  at  all.  In  an  area  like 
yours  you  may  need  more  money  than 
you  are  getting.  The  amendment  which 
I  offered  would  simp’y  have  given  the 
Department  of  Education  discretion¬ 
ary  authority  to  have  used  a  little  varia¬ 
tion  there  from  a  minimum  of  not  less 
than  80  percent  to  a  maximum  of  not 
more  than  120  percent. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  There  is  a  school  dis- ' 
trict  in  my  congressional  district  where 
the  people  have  exhausted  all  possible 
legal  means  to  provide  adequate  school 
facilities,  but  they  cannot  meet  the 
needs.  This  is  the  only  aid  to  which  they 
can  look  to  solve  their  educational  prob¬ 
lems.  They  even  sent  their  high  school 
students  for  their  physical  education  to 
the  Detroit  House  of  Correction,  a  penal 
institution,  because  of  the  lack  of  space. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mi’.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlemen  yield? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  I  think  the  gentle¬ 
man,  under  Public  Law  815,  is  absolutely 
correct  in  his  statement.  The  reason 
that  the  Office  of  Education  has  not  done 
more  toward  alleviating  the  situation 
that  you  have  described,  although  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  815  authorizes  alleviation  of 


those  conditions,  is  because  of  lack  of 
funds.  It  has  been  estimated  that  697 
school  districts  have  made  application 
for  Federal  assistance  for  school  con¬ 
struction,  under  section  202  of  this  law. 
There  are  different  sections  of  this  law, 
in  my  judgment,  which  fit  the  situation 
which  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Norrell]  has  described;  namely, 
sections  202,  203,  and  204.  If  we  had 
adequate  funds  to  implement  all  of  those 
sections  to  take  care  of  the  Paducah,  Ky., 
situation,  and  the  Savannah  River  school 
housing  under  section  203,  it  has  been 
estimated  it  would  cost  approximately 
$380,000,000  to  solve  this  problem  amply. 
The  authorization  to  take  care  of  this 
situation,  with  the  exception  I  have 
noted,  we  have  on  the  books  at  the 
present  time. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Undoubtedly  Pa¬ 
ducah,  Ky.,  and  Livonia  Township  school 
district,  now  the  city  of  Livonia,  Wayne 
County,  Mich.,  in  my  district  are  in  the 
same  position. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Don- 
dero]  has  expired. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  pro  forma 
amendment  was  withdrawn. 

Mr.  WIER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  five  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  subject  that  is 
very  dear  to  my  heart,  because  I  spent 
about  5  months  with  the  Bailey  commit¬ 
tee  seeing  this  problem  in  its  reality  in 
the  South  and  in  the  eastern  part  of  our 
country.  What  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Dondero]  says  is  posi¬ 
tively  true.  If  anything,  the  situation 
around  Michigan  is  going  to  be  worse  in 
the  next  few  years  than  it  has  been  dur¬ 
ing  the  last  5  years,  because  you  have  a 
Federal  influx  in  the  area  on  the  fringe 
of  Detroit. 

I  do  not  know  what  the  representatives 
of  the  Department  of  Education  stated  in 
their  report  to  the  subcommittee  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  but  I  do 
know  that  in  my  State  of  Minnesota 
there  are  about  nine  communities  that 
are  affected  with  a  Federal  impact. 

When  I  made  inquiry  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  after  this  appropriation  last  year, 
and  all  of  these  applications  from  all 
over  the  United  States  had  been  filed 
with  the  Department,  this  is  the  under¬ 
standing  that  I  got  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  In  the  allocation  of  these  funds  as 
prescribed  by  the  yardstick  in  this  bill: 

It  was  a  foregone  conclusion  that  they 
had  not  nearly  enough  money  to  satisfy 
the  eligible  or  legitimate  requests.  So 
as  those  applications  came  in,  the  policy 
was  to  make  payment  on  the  basis  of 
those  in  most  need — those  districts  which 
were  most  seriously  affected,  which 
meant  that  in  the  long  run  there  would 
probably  be  200  districts  which,  by  law, 
were  entitled  to  compensation,  either 
under  maintenance  and  operation  or 
construction,  but  they  would  have  to 
wait. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WIER.  Certainly. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  The  gentleman  and 
his  committee  came  to  our  part  of 
Michigan  and  made  a  very  thorough  and 


very  conscientious  investigation.  In 
some  of  the  areas  that  you  visited  the 
population  doubled  in  the  10-year  period. 

Mr.  WIER.  And  is  increasing  today. 

Mr.  HARRISON.  Is  increasing  now. 

Mr.  WIER.  So  I  say  to  this  House  as 
a  friend  of  education,  that  this  is  a  very 
blighted  part  of  our  needs  in  this  coun¬ 
try;  it  is  a  positive  neglect  in  the  inter¬ 
est  of  the  ability  of  our  Nation  and  our 
Government  to  provide  any  type  of  edu¬ 
cation  for  thousands  and  thousands  of 
our  children. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WIER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Would  the  gentleman 
suggest  how  we  might  proceed  in  order 
to  get  additional  money  to  cover  all  these 
projects  that  are  eligible  under  the  law? 

Mr.  WIER.  I  think  there  were  about 
500  applications  from  school  districts  all 
over  the  country  that  could  qualify  un¬ 
der  the  act  of  last  year.  I  venture  to  say 
that  nearly  one-third  of  those  applica¬ 
tions  will  not  receive  any  money  whatso¬ 
ever  because  they  are  not  the  hardest 
pressed,  nor  will  there  be  enough  money 
to  fulfill  the  entire  obligation. 

The  only  suggestion  I  can  make  dur¬ 
ing  debate  on  this  appropriation  bill  is 
that  on  the  basis  of  the  applications  that 
the  Department  has  today  and  that  they 
have  qualified  as  being  eligible  under 
Public  Law  815  for  participation,  that 
the  amount  of  money  they  find  neces¬ 
sary  today  will  be  necessary  during  the 
next  2  years  at  least  in  lieu  of  our  prep¬ 
aration  and  emergency  program.  I  do 
not  know  of  a  community  down  South, 
in  the  Middle  West,  or  in  the  Northeast 
that  is  going  to  be  removed  from  this 
picture;  as  a  matter  of  fact,  I  think  in 
each  one  of  these  communities  it  will  be 
increased. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Arkansas.  If  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  yield,  he  might  include  cer¬ 
tain  sections  of  the  west  coast. 

Mr.  WIER.  I  was  not,  out  on  the  west 
coast;  I  am  speaking  only  of  the  places 
I  saw. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Arkansas.  I  was  eager, 
therefore,  for  the  Record  to  show  that 
there  are  areas  throughout  the  country 
that  are  in  just  as  serious  condition.  I 
am  somewhat  familiar  with  the  situa¬ 
tion  referred  to  by  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  and  can  confirm  what  he  said. 
And  in  Richmond,  Calif.,  where  the  pop¬ 
ulation  doubled  within  a  few  months,  the 
city  manager,  speaking  about  the  prob¬ 
lem  said: 

The  Government  has  cheated  our  chil¬ 
dren  of  an  education:  there  are  children  in 
junior  high  school  who  have  never  gone  to 
school  a  full  day  because  of  lack  of  facilities 
to  take  care  of  them. 

Mr.  WIER.  I  am  aware  that  the  same 
situation  exists  in  a  number  of  places  in 
the  State  of  Washington:  Hanford,  for 
example,  Seattle,  and  Portland,  Oreg.; 
and  I  think  you  could  go  right  down  the 
west  coast  to  San  Diego. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Arkansas.  It  is  a  na¬ 
tional  problem. 

Mr.  WIER.  It  is  a  national  problem. 
I  made  reference  only  to  those  places 
that  I  visited  to  show  this  picture  in  its 
nakedness. 
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Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  pro  forma  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  that  if  this  ap¬ 
propriation  is  cut  by  the  committee  that 
we  would  be  doing  serious  harm  to  our 
educational  system  all  over  this  Nation. 
In  fact  the  appropriation  for  construc¬ 
tion  and  maintenance  should  be  raised 
above  the  amounts  now  appearing  in  the 
bill. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PERKINS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  It  is  not  a  question  of 
being  cut;  it  is  a  question  if  it  is  not 
raised  by  this  Congress. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  The  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  is  correct. 

I  served  on  the  Burke  subcommittee, 
but  only  attended  the  hearing  in  Ken¬ 
tucky  and  acquainted  myself  with  the 
specific  problem  that  we  have  in  Ken¬ 
tucky.  I  visited  Fort  Knox  with  the  sub¬ 
committee.  At  Fort  Knox  we  have  ap¬ 
proximately  150,000  acres  that  have  been 
taken  over  by  the  Federal  Government 
for  expanding  the  military  installation 
there,  and  as  a  result  the  schools  sur¬ 
rounding  the  Fort  Knox  area  are  greatly 
overcrowded.  They  do  not  have  ade¬ 
quate  school  buildings ;  they  do  not  have 
the  supplies,  and,  in  addition,  the  coun¬ 
ties  surrounding  this  Fort  Knox  area 
have  lost  millions  of  dollars  of  taxable 
property. 

The  net  result  is  that  the  school  dis¬ 
tricts  do  not  have  sufficient  money  to 
spend  for  the  education  of  the  children 
bi’ought  about  by  overcrowded  condi¬ 
tions  in  these  federally  impacted  areas, 
and  this  legislation  only  applies  to  those 
areas. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PERKINS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  am  in  complete  ac¬ 
cord  with  what. the  gentleman  states. 
The  difficulty  I  find,  however,  is  that 
what  we  have  here  in  the  form  of  an 
appropriation  is  merely  enough  to 
scratch  the  surface.  The  question  in¬ 
volved  today  seems  to  me  to  be  one 
where  we  still  have  to  increase  this  ap¬ 
propriation,  otherwise  we  are  not  go¬ 
ing  to  accomplish  anything.  We  are 
just  fooling  the  people  with  what  we 
have  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  I  agree  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  the  amount  should  be 
raised.  The  Office  of  Education  informs 
me  they  have  approximately  700  appli¬ 
cations.  Only  100  have  received  assist¬ 
ance.  The  Office  of  Education  has  un¬ 
dertaken  to  set  up  a  priority  system  to 
give  the  more  seriously  impacted  areas 
some  relief  but  on  account  of  the  lack 
of  funds  the  whole  program  has  bogged 
down.  That  is  not  only  true  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  construction  phase  of  this 
program,  it  is  also  true  as  to  mainte¬ 
nance  and  operation. 

In  Kentucky  a  total  of  10  school  dis¬ 
tricts  submitted  applications  for  Federal 
assistance  for  construction  of  school 
facilities  under  Public  Law  815.  Based 
on  a  preliminary  review  of  the  applica¬ 
tions  these  school  districts  are  entitled 
to  receive  more  than  $2,000,000  accord¬ 


ing  to  the  Office  of  Education.  These 
districts  submitted  a  total  of  21  construc¬ 
tion  projects  to  use  up  this  entitlement. 
They  requested  $1,773,000  in  Federal 
funds  for  construction  and  pledged  a 
total  of  $946,362  in  local  funds.  The 
$31,500,000  available  for  construction 
under  section  202  of  the  act  will  only 
permit  an  allotment  to  less  than  100 
projects  all  over  the  Nation. 

In  my  State,  construction  of  school 
facilities  on  Federal  property,  on  mili¬ 
tary  installations  at  Fort  Campbell  and 
Fort  Knox  and  Fort  Breckinridge  are 
now  suffering  from  the  lack  of  funds. 
I  just  mention  these  instances  in  Ken¬ 
tucky  because  the  same  situation  pre¬ 
vails  all  over  the  Nation.  Authoriza¬ 
tion,  however,  has  been  given  for  two  of 
the  military  installations  to  proceed  with 
construction  in  Kentucky  while  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  other  is  being  held  up 
on  account  of  insufficient  funds.  We  all 
know  that  Federal  ownership  of  prop¬ 
erty  reduces  local  tax  income  for  school 
purposes,  and  we  also  know  that  a  mili¬ 
tary  installation  or  defense  installation 
brings  about  an  influx  of  persons  into  a 
community,  resulting  in  an  increased 
number  of  children  to  be  educated.  We 
are  confronted  with  the  problem,  and 
we  must  solve  it  to  the  best  of  our  ability. 

The  estimated  requirements  for  tem¬ 
porary  facilities  for  the  next  school  year 
under  section  203  of  the  act  in  two  criti¬ 
cal  defense  areas,  Paducah,  Ky.,  and 
Savannah  River  area,  South  Carolina, 
amount  to  $10,000,000.  It  has  been  esti¬ 
mated  that  if  all  the  projects  were  ap¬ 
proved  that  are  now  eligible  to  be  ap¬ 
proved  under  Public  Law  815,  approxi¬ 
mately  $350,000,000  would  be  necessary 
to  fully  implement  the  different  provi¬ 
sions,  sections  202,  203,  and  204  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  815.  This  is  not  considering  the 
maintenance  and  operation  appropria¬ 
tion. 

You  can  readily  see  that  if  they  need 
$10,000,000  for  those  two  critical  de¬ 
fense  areas  at  Paducah  and  on  the  Sa¬ 
vannah  River,  the  Office  of  Education 
will  have  very  little  money  left  for  these 
other  impacted  areas  all  over  the  Na¬ 
tion,  which  goes  to  show  that  the  entire 
amount  as  recommended  by  the  commit¬ 
tee  is  entirely  inadequate  and  should  be 
raised. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Does  it  not  come  down 
to  this  one  proposition,  that  either  the 
Office  of  Education  has  failed  to  make  its 
case  or  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  put 
a  muzzle  on  it?  The  committee  has  in¬ 
formed  the  House  that  the  Office  of 
Education  has  not  made  out  a  case  for 
additional  money. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  I  think  the  latter  is 
true.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  not 
given  this  problem  the  consideration  it 
rightfully  deserves  and,  of  course,  the 
impact  is  constantly  getting  worse  on 
account  of  world  conditions. 

I  am  hopeful  that  the  Appropriations 
Committee  in  the  Senate  will  give  this 
pi'oblem  the  utmost  consideration,  and 
that  the  Office  of  Education  will  also  take 
another  look  at  the  picture.  I  person¬ 
ally  believe  the  appropriations  contained 
in  this  bill  for  the  purpose  of  taking  care 
of  the  school  districts  in  these  federally 
impacted  areas  are  exxtirely  inadequate. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kentucky  has  expired. 

(Mr.  PERKINS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Grants  for  hospital  construction:  For  pay¬ 
ments  for  hospital  construction  under  part 
C,  title  VI,  of  the  act,  as  amended,  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  $175,000,000,  of 
which  $100,000,000  is  for  payment  of  obli¬ 
gations  incurred  under  authority  heretofore 
granted  under  this  head:  Provided,  That 
allotments  under  such  part  C  to  the  several 
States  for  the  current  fiscal  year  shall  be 
made  on  the  basis  of  an  amount  equal  to 
that  part  of  the  appropriation  granted  here¬ 
in  which  is  available  for  new  obligations. 

Mi*.  FURCOLO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Fubcolo:  Page 
21,  line  13,  strike  out  “$175,000,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  in  its  place  the  figure  "$250,000,000.” 

Mr.  FURCOLO.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
amendment  I  offer  is  on  page  21,  line 
13,  where  there  will  be  a  substitution  of 
the  figure  $175,000,000  to  make  it  read 
$250,000,000. 

I  think  that  probably  everyone  here 
is  familiar  with  this  hospital-construc¬ 
tion  program.  There  was  a  great  deal 
of  talk  about  it  last  year,  and  what  it 
has  to  do  with  is  this:  Originally,  as  I 
understand,  there  was  to  be  $150,000,000 
for  such  hospital-construction  program. 
As  the  result  of  the  economic  situation 
it  was  thought  advisable  to  try  and  cut 
that  down.  Now,  probably  many  of 
you  have  had  communities  where  the 
people  of  the  community  have  gone  out, 
have  raised  money,  have  made  plans  to 
build  these  hospitals.  I  understand 
there  is  a  very  great  need  for  them 
throughout  the  country. 

Now,  all  of  us  here  are  trying  to  do 
what  we  can  as  far  as  economy  is  con¬ 
cerned.  Howevei*,  it  seems  to  me  in  this 
situation  where,  as  is  generally  agreed, 
there  is  a  definite  need  for  such  facili¬ 
ties  where,  as  I  think  all  of  us  will  readily 
admit,  the  people  of  the  communities 
have  gone  out,  have  raised  money,  and 
have  shown  good  faith  in  reliance  on 
what  the  Government  has  in  effect 
promised,  that  we  should  not  go  back 
upon  our  word  and  our  responsibility. 
This  amendment,  if  adopted,  will,  in 
effect,  let  the  Government  keep  its  word 
to  all  of  the  communities  who  acted  in 
reliance  on  the  Government  authoriza¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FURCOLO.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  am  interested  in 
the  gentleman’s  statement  that  the 
Government  has  given  its  word.  Would 
the  gentleman  elaborate  on  the  signifi¬ 
cance  of  just  what  has  been  done  from 
which  he  draws  the  inference  that  the 
Government  has  given  its  word  on  any 
specific  sum? 

Mr.  FURCOLO.  I  have  drawn  that 
inference  from  the  original  authoriza¬ 
tion  and  also  from  the  fact  that  in  i*e- 
liance  upon  that  authorization  people 
throughout  the  Nation  in  these  various 
communities  went  out,  had  bond  issues. 
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raised  money,  and  many  of  them  en¬ 
gaged  architects  and  had  plans  drawn 
and  went  ahead  in  reliance  on  what  they 
assumed  actually  was  a  representation 
of  the  Government. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Who  made  the  rep¬ 
resentation  as  to  what  would  be  allowed? 

Mr.  FURCOLO.  Well,  I  assume  that 
it  was  first  done  here  by  Congress  by 
the  original  authorization  and  then 
from  that  I  suppose  by  the  proper  gov¬ 
ernmental  agencies. 

Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FURCOLO.  I  will  be  glad  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  McGRATH.  The  gentleman 
knows  full  well  that  the  mere  passage  of 
an  authorization  bill  does  not  commit  the 
Government.  He  knows  further,  as  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions,  that  no  agency  or  no  official  of  any 
agency  has  the  authority  to  bind  the 
Government  just  because  an  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill  has  been  passed. 

Mr.  FURCOLO.  That  is  right.  The 
mere  fact  that  an  authorization  bill  has 
been  passed,  of  course,  in  itself  is  not 
conclusive,,  but  may  I  also  ask  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  this  question? 
Is  it  not  a  fact  that  in  reliance  upon 
representations  made  by  duly  consti¬ 
tuted  people  in  the  Government  and  as 
the  result  of  the  belief  that  this  money 
would  be  forthcoming,  that  plans  were 
undertaken  in  all  communities;  that  peo¬ 
ple  went  out  to  raise  money  through 
bond  issues,  in  many  cases  with  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  people  in  the  Government,  that 
architects  were  engaged,  and  things  of 
that  nature?  May  I  ask  if  that  is  not 
roughly  the  situation? 

Mr.  McGRATH.  My  very  dear  friend 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Furcolo]  knows,  on  the  premise  he  has 
set  forth,  what  the  answer  would  have 
to  be. 

Mr.  FURCOLO.  Would  not  the  an¬ 
swer  be  “Yes”? 

Mr.  McGRATH.  No.  Of  course,  the 
gentleman’s  facts  are  not  correct.  Be¬ 
cause  an  authorization  is  made  does  not 
justify  anyone  going  out  and  seeking  to 
employ  architects. 

Mr.  FURCOLO.  May  I  ask  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  whether  or  not 
it  is  not  a  fact  that  as  the  result  of  the 
authorization  and  as  the  result  of  action 
taken  by  the  governmental  authorities, 
that  the  people  of  this  Nation,  in  various 
communities,  in  good  faith,  acting  on  the 
reliance  of  that  premise,  did  go  out  and 
do  these  things  that  I  suggested?  And 
is  it  not  further  a  fact  that  practically 
all  of  the  members  of  this  committee 
have  been  aware  of  that,  but  that  it  is  as 
the  result  of  economy  that  this  cut  was 
made?  Is  that  not  the  situation? 

Mr.  McGRATH.  No,  I  do  not  agree 
with  the  gentleman  at  all.  Some  com¬ 
munities  may  have  anticipated  what 
would  be  done  in  the  future,  but  in  so 
doing  they  took  the  risk  of  their  own 
decision. 

Mr.  FURCOLO.  I  think  without  any 
question  the  record  shows,  and  the  peo¬ 
ple  in  the  communities  throughout  the 
Nation  know,  that  acting  in  reliance 
upon  an  authorization  and  upon  what 


people  in  this  Government  had  done, 
they  went  out  in  many  communities  and 
raised  money,  had  plans  drawn,  and 
actually  committed  themselves  in  many 
ways,  relying  upon  the  word  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  carry  through. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FURCOLO.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Is  the  gentleman’s 
amendment  to  increase  the  appropria¬ 
tion  from  $175,000,000  to  $250,000,00*0? 

Mr.  FURCOLO.  Actually  it  is  $75,- 
000,000  more  for  the  building. 

Mr.  JONAS.  I  am  for  that  program. 
Without  any  question  the  gentleman 
knows  that  practically  throughout  the 
whole  United  States,  in  the  large  cities 
as  well  as  in  the  smaller  cities,  there  is  a 
shortage  of  bed  space  in  hospitals.  The 
people  in  these  communities  on  account 
of  the  economic  conditions  and  the  high 
cost  of  living  and  the  high  cost  of  build¬ 
ing  have  ceased  to  make  contributions 
from  the  standpoint  of  private  enter¬ 
prise.  If  we  are  going  to  do  something 
for  the  ill  and  the  indigent  from  a 
humane  standpoint,  we  have  to  look  to 
the  Government.  I  do  not  call  this 
socialism,  I  call  it  good  common  sense. 

Mr.  FURCOLO.  You  cannot  econo¬ 
mize  on  dollars  and  cents  where  the 
health  and  lives  of  many  people  in  the 
country  are  concerned. 

All  of  us  are  in  favor  of  economy, 
but  this  is  not  good  economy.  It  is  not 
sound  economy  where  the  Government 
in  effect  goes  back  on  its  word.  It  is  not 
sound  economy  where  the  Government 
has  asked  the  people  of  this  Nation  to 
contribute  something  to  this  program 
and  they  have  done  it,  and  then  in  effect 
we  say  to  them,  “We  are  sorry,  we  are 
going  back  on  our  word.  The  price  of 
labor  is  going  up.  You  have  engaged 
architects,  had  blueprints  made,  located 
the  land,  and  your  people  have  contrib¬ 
uted  money,  but  we  are  going  back  on 
our  word.” 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FURCOLO.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  On  the  matter  of  au¬ 
thorization,  not  giving  anybody  the  right 
to  assume  that  an  appropriation  would 
be  made,  I  think,  however,  that  all  of 
these  people  who  have  eligible  projects 
have  just  as  much  right  to  assume  that 
their  projects  will  be  taken  care  of  as 
somebody  who  is  going  to  be  taken  care 
of  under  this  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  FURCOLO.  I  agree  with  the 
gentleman. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  there  is  a  little  bit 
more  here  than  just  an  authorization. 
There  is  not  only  an  authorization  but 
also,  as  a  result  of  that  authorization, 
people  throughout  this  Nation  acted  in 
reliance  upon  what  they  thought  was  the 
good  faith  of  the  Government. 

No  one  in  the  Government  before  last 
year,  at  which  time  everything  had  al¬ 
ready  been  done,  indicated  to  them, 
“This  is  not  going  to  be  done.” 
Whether  legally  or  strictly  or  techni¬ 
cally  it  amounts  to  anything  is  another 
question,  but  morally  and  in  good  faith 


there  is  no  question  at  all,  in  my  opinion, 
that  the  Government  is  not  acting  right 
with  the  people  if  they  do  not  carry 
through  with  this  project. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FURCOLO.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  call  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  attention  to  the  fact  that  his 
amendment  calls  for  an  addition  of  $75,- 
000,000,  whereas  the  Budget  Bureau  re¬ 
quested  only  $20,000,000  additional. 

Mr.  FURCOLO.  It  is  interesting 
about  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  In  my 
short  experience  here  I  have  noticed 
that  when  someone  does  not  want  to  do 
anything  different  than  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  wants,  he  says,  “This  has  not 
been  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget.”  As  soon  as  somebody  wants  to 
do  something  that  has  not  been  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
then  the  talk  is,  “Who  is  going  to  run 
this  country,  the  Congress  or  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget?” 

I  do  not  say  that  either  one  is  exactly 
right,  but  certainly  the  opinion  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  does  not  do  more 
than  create  a  rebuttable  presumption. 
The  facts  here,  in  my  opinion,  justify 
us  in  overriding  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget’s  opinion. 

Mr.  BURNSIDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  may  proceed  for  two  additional 
minutes,  so  that  I  may  ask  him  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
West  Virginia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  FURCOLO.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  BURNSIDE.  I  want  to  thank  the 
gentleman  for  offering  his  amendment. 
In  the  State  of  West  Virginia  we  have 
15  to  20  of  these  cases  where  they  need 
hospitals  and  need  them  very  badly.  In 
this  city  of  Huntington,  a  city  of  about 
92,000  people,  we  have  only  six  beds  in 
case  of  an  epidemic.  I  think  the  gen¬ 
tleman  is  entirely  correct  in  stating  that 
there  are  many  different  cities  which 
went  out  and  sold  bonds.  In  Hunting- 
ton  they  have  already  raised  the  funds 
and  now  the  funds  are  idle  and  the  peo¬ 
ple  have  to  pay  interest  on  the  funds. 
I  think  the  gentleman  is  entirely  cor¬ 
rect  and  is  to  be  commended  for  the 
kind  of  amendment  that  he  has  offered. 

Mr.  FURCOLO.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  very  much. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  might  say  this:  We 
are  not  going  to  save  any  money  if  we 
do  not  do  it  now.  These  facilities  are 
going  to  be  needed.  The  only  thing 
that  is  going  to  happen  is  that  we  are 
going  to  waste  some  of  the  money  that 
many  of  the  people  have  put  up  in  try¬ 
ing  to  provide  the  funds.  Interest  will 
have  to  be  paid  on  that  money.  The 
cost  of  materials  is  going  up  and  the 
cost  of  labor  is  going  up.  Some  day  in 
the  very  near  future  they  are  going  to 
have  to  have  these  facilities.  They  will 
simply  have  to  be  built  at  some  later  time 
at  a  far  greater  cost. 
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I  do  not  want  to  be  pessimistic,  but 
If  we  pay  any  attention  at  all  to  the 
fact  that  eventually  we  may  need  greater 
hospital  facilities  as  a  result,  perhaps, 
of  the  action  of  some  other  nation,  we 
cannot  begin  to  build  the  facilities  after 

that  happens.  . 

I  think  from  every  possible  point  of 
view,  in  keeping  faith  with  the  people 
and  on  the  basis  of  a  true  and  sound 
economy  the  amendment  should  be  car¬ 
ried,  and  I  hope  it  will. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  25  minutes,  the  last  5 
minutes  to  be  reserved  to  the  committee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
JavitsL 

(Mr.  JAVITS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  be¬ 
ing  an  appropriation  bill,  I  should  say 
we  are  very  much  interested  in  the  facts. 

I  happen  to  have  some  facts  or  I  would 
not  be  taking  the  time  of  the  House  to¬ 
day.  I  wrote  the  Joint  Hospital  Survey 
and  Planning  Commission  of  the  State 
of  New  York,  and  I  have  a  letter  from 
the  executive  director.  Dr.  John  J. 
Bourke,  telling  me  just  what  the  situa¬ 
tion  is  in  New  York.  I  think  the  House 
ought  to  know  it  because  I  believe  it 
does  justify  a  more  ample  allowance  for 
the  support  of  hospital  construction  un¬ 
der  the  Hill-Burton  Act  by  the  Federal 
establishment.  I  have  no  illusions  as  to 
the  desire  of  the  House  to  vote  a  $75,- 
000,000  increase.  But  I  think  these  facts 
are  important  in  determining  our  policy 
upon  appropriations,  and  what  I  am  go¬ 
ing  to  talk  about  now  relates  to  the 
policy  that  this  appropriation  ought  to 
be  more  ample  than  it  is. 

In  New  York  State  the  commission 
has  authorized  62  Hill-Burton  projects — 
on  54  of  which  work  is  proceeding — 
which  call  for  an  expenditure — and  this 
is  a  very  important  matter  to  economy 
advocates — of  $54,000,000  but  of  which 
the  Federal  Government  is  only  going 
to  contribute  one-third.  So  difficult  has 
the  situation  been  for  the  State  of  New 
York,  by  allowances  which  have  been 
made  available  to  it  under  Hill-Burton 
appropriations  made  last  year  which 
were  very  sharply  cut,  that  it  has  had  to 
put  hospital  projects  on  a  split  basis, 
telling  the  hospitals  to  go  ahead  and 
proceed  with  their  construction  in  the 
expectation  that  they  will  get  allocations 
from  the  Federal  Government. 

As  a  result  of  that  situation  the  State 
of  New  York  is  faced,  if  it  gets  its  part  of 
what  is  provided  for  in  this  bill,  with  an 
allowance  from  Federal  funds  of  three 
and  a  quarter  million  dollars  this  year, 
but  2  y2  million  dollars  are  already  de¬ 
voted  to  going  projects  and  it  will  only 
leave  the  whole  State  of  New  York 
about  $690,000  for  other  projects. 


The  executive  director  of  New  York 
State’s  Joint  Hospital  Survey  and  Plan¬ 
ning  Commisison  tells  me  that  in  New 
York  City  alone  20  to  25  million  dollars 
are  needed  as  Hill-Burton  contributions 
for  hospitals  are  a  necessity  to  the  com¬ 
munity.  In  Nassau  County  right  outside 
of  New  York  City,  $3,000,000  is  needed  on 
the  basis  of  estimated  costs  and  a  33  V3 
percent  grant.  In  the  city  of  Rochester, 
which  may  interest  my  colleague  from 
that  city,  $2,000,000  are  needed,  and  in 
the  city' of  Utica  $1,750,000  is  needed  on 
the  same  basis. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  point  is  simply  this, 
that  building  hospitals  is  not  inflation¬ 
ary.  Building  hospitals  is  essential  to 
our  national  security  and  national  safe¬ 
ty.  Building  hospitals  represents  an 
asset  which  is  better  than  money  and  a 
great  deal  better  than  the  gold  buried 
in  the  ground  at  Fort  Knox,  and  repre¬ 
sents  the  creation  of  an  asset  and  put¬ 
ting  some  of  our  resources  into  an  asset 
vital  to  the  future  of  our  people.  It  is 
not  inflationary  to  build  hospitals  for  the 
benefit  of  the  people  of  the  State  of  New 
York  or  of  any  other  State,  and  certainly 
it  is  essential  to  our  national  defense. 
When  the  program  is  established  by  as 
dependable  a  State  agency  as  New  York 
State’s  Hospital  Survey  Commission 
which  finds  it  is  needed  and  can  be  but 
insufficiently  supplied  under  existing  law 
despite  the  fact  that  two-thirds  of  the 
money  comes  from  State  and  local 
sources,  and  when  they  emphasize  that 
most  of  those  hospitals,  83  percent  of 
them,  are  voluntary  nonprofit,  nonsec¬ 
tarian,  Catholic,  Protestant,  and  Jewish 
hospitals,  the  program  appears  to  be 
eminently  justified.  You  are  not  cre¬ 
ating  new  Government  facilities  here  but 
rather  making  it  possible  for  Americans 
by  voluntary  means  to  help  themselves. 

Mr.  HALE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield. 

Mr.'  HALE.  There  are  several  hos¬ 
pitals  in  Maine  which  are  left  stranded 
by  the  failure  to  appropriate  adequately 
under  this  hospital  legislation,  the  Hill- 
Burton  Act,  and  they  are  hospitals 
which  were  started  on  the  faith  of  this 
legislation.  These  partially  completed 
projects  certainly  merit  some  consider¬ 
ation. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  It  seems  to  me  we  are 
here  not  only  to  save  money  but  we  are 
here  to  appropriate  money  where  the 
money  is  deserved.  That  is  our  duty  and 
that  is  our  responsibility.  It  is  clear, 
both  on  the  grounds  of  solid  benefit  to 
the  country  and  on  the  grounds  of  na¬ 
tional  defense,  that  we  ought  to  have  an 
attitude  of  greater  consideration  with 
respect  to  the  hospital  provision  of  this 
appropriation  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has  expired. 

The  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Smith]  is  recognized. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  this  is  a  very  popular  proposaL 
There  are  a  great  many  fine  things  pro¬ 
posed  in  this  bill.  I  would  like  to  go 
along  with  them.  A  lot  of  folks  in  my 
country  need  hospitals  but  I  wonder  if 
we  cannot  stop  and  look  and  listen  this 


morning,  and  think  about  the  over-all 
question  of  the  state  of  the  economy  of 
this  Nation  and  what  is  going  to  happen 
if  we  yield  to  every  request  that  comes 
here  to  do  some  of  these  fine  things  that 
we  would  all  love  to  do. 

We  have  been  talking  about  economy 
here.  You  hear  a  lot  about  economy. 
Every  man  who  gets  up  to  offer  an 
amendment  says,  “I  am  for  economy  but 
I  am  for  economy  for  the  other  fellow.” 
I  spoke  to  one  of  my  colleagues  the  other 
day  in  the  cloakroom,  and  I  said,  “Now 
I  think  we  have  all  got  to  sacrifice  a  little 
bit  if  we  are  going  to  balance  the  budget, 
if  we  are  going  to  stop  piling  these  taxes 
onto  the  people  that  they  cannot  pay. 
V/e  are  going  to  have  to  cut  and  cut 
everywhere.”  My  friend  said  something 
that  is  typical  of  the  situation.  He  said, 
“Yes,  Judge ;  I  am  for  doing  it,  and  I  will 
give  them  the  very  shirt  off  your  back.” 

Is  that  what  we  are  going  to  do  here? 
I  am  for  cutting  these  appropriations 
instead  of  adding  to  them,  and  I  am  go¬ 
ing  to  try  to  have  the  courage  to  stand 
up  here  and  vote  to  do  it.  And  if  it 
hurts  me  in  my  district  it  is  going  to  have 
to  hurt  me.  What  are  you  going  to  do 
about  these  things?  They  are  going  to 
be  coming  up  every  minute  in  the  day 
on  every  appropriation  bill  that  comes 
up.  They  are  things  that  you  would  like 
your  people  to  have,  but  can  we  not  stop 
and  think  about  the  sad  state  of  the 
budget  of  this  Nation,  and  whether  we 
are  going  to  continue  to  run  a  deficit, 
whether  we  are  going  to  continue  to  pile 
up  taxes  to  the  point  where  the  people 
cannot  pay  them?  Let  us  think  about 
this. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  want  to  pub¬ 
licly  commend  the  gentleman  for  the 
position  he  has  taken.  He  is  entirely 
right.  He  has  the  courage  to  state  his 
position.  It  is  time  that  instead  of  vot¬ 
ing  to  increase  appropriations  the  House 
should  vote  to  cut  them  further  than 
they  actually  have  been  cut  by  our  Ap¬ 
propriation  Committee.  The  American 
people  are  demanding  economy  in  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  I  thank  the 
gentleman.  Let  us  do  it  on  this  bill  and 
all  the  rest  of  them  as  they  come  along. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  has  expired. 

The  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Busbey]  is  recognized. 

(Mr.  BUSBEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BUSBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is 
no  argument  on  the  question  as  to 
whether  or  not  it  would  be  a  fine  thing 
to  build  more  hospitals  for  our  country. 
There  are  other  serious  matters  to  be 
taken  into  consideration  on  this  appro¬ 
priation  in  addition  to  economy. 

The  gentleman’s  amendment  boosts 
the  appropriation  by  $75,000,000.  That 
is  $55,000,000  more  than  was  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 
Our  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 
held  extensive  hearings.  The  testimony 
with  respect  to  this  particular  appropri- 
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ation  will  be  found  beginning  on  page 
633  of  the  printed  hearing. 

But  here  is  the  problem  with  which  we 
are  confronted.  Even  if  they  had  this 
$250,000,000,  under  the  defense  emer¬ 
gency  program  they  could  not  possibly 
get  the  material  to  build  the  hospitals. 
Furthermore  the  drain  by  our  armed 
services  on  the  doctors  and  hospital  per¬ 
sonnel  of  our  country  has  created  a  tre¬ 
mendous  shortage  in  these  professions. 
Furthermore,  even  if  they  had  these  hos¬ 
pitals,  they  could  not  possibly  get  the 
doctors  and  personnel  to  staff  them. 
These  are  some  of  the  major  circum¬ 
stances  you  have  to  take  into  considera¬ 
tion  when  considering  boosting  this  ap¬ 
propriation  $75,000,000. 

Every  Member  of  this  House  is  getting 
letters  from  his  district  asking  him  to 
cut  the  budget,  to  economize.  You  are 
going  to  get  a  lot  more  letters  next  year 
when  the  people  get  their  new  tax  bill 
and  wonder  why  you  do  not  decrease 
appropriations. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BUSBEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Does  my  colleague  from 
Illinois  take  the  position  that  the  addi¬ 
tional  appropriation  of  $55,000,000  will 
Completely  overthrow,  disrupt,  and 
destroy  the  whole  economic  background 
of  this  country  when  we  here  every  day 
are  pouring  out  billions  for  war,  billions 
for  munitions,  billions  for  outside  ques¬ 
tions,  billions  for  appropriation  to  for¬ 
eign  countries,  yet  if  we  talk  about 
spending  $55,000,000  for  the  sick,  the 
indigent  and  suffering  people  of  America 
it  will  ruin  the  country? 

Mr.  BUSBEY.  I  do  not  take  that 
position.  If  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
wants  to  take  it  he  can,  but  I  do  not. 
There  are  a  lot  of  hospitals  already  au¬ 
thorized  towards  which  we  have  appro¬ 
priated  some  money,  and  new  ones  that 
have  been  contracted  for.  Furthermore, 
there  is  the  cost  necessary  to  build  all 
these  hospitals  in  all  the  communities  of 
the  country.  Not  but  that  it  is  good,  but 
in  the  last  few  years  we  have  had  hos¬ 
pitalization  programs  by  hospital  promo¬ 
tion  groups,  and  it  has  been  so  oversold 
that  the  people  of  the  communities  can¬ 
not  afford  to  support  them. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Does  not  the  gentleman 
know  that  these  hospital  promotion  pro¬ 
grams  have  all  fallen  by  the  wayside  and 
tire  gradually  disappearing?  Does  he 
not  know  that  the  hospitals  we  now  have 
cannot  take  care  of  the  sick  people  be¬ 
cause  the  local  communities  find  the 
burden  too  heavy  to  bear?  It  has  gotten 
to  be  a  national  program;  the  National 
Government  must  aid  in  the  construction 
of  more  hospitals. 

Mr.  BUSBEY.  I  will  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  a  question:  What  is  the  sense  of 
appropriating  money  when  you  cannot 
get  the  materials  or  the  personnel  with 
which  to  staff  the  hospitals  if  they  are 
built? 

Mr.  JONAS.  It  is  a  sad  commentary 
upon  the  intelligence  of  thinking  people 
to  put  forth  the  proposition  that  we  can¬ 
not  spare  material  to  aid  the  sick  and 
suffering.  If  that  be  the  case,  then  it  is 
about  time  we  made  a  change  in  the  pro¬ 


gram  and  paid  some  attention  to  the 
sick. 

Mr.  BUSBEY.  I  stand  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Smith]  :  You 
are  either  going  to  be  economy-minded, 
or  you  are  not  going  to  be  economy- 
minded. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  H.  Carl  Andersen] 
is  recognized. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  feel  that  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  has  well  stated  that  we 
cannot  afford  at  this  time  to  accept  any 
amendments  to  this  bill  which  would 
increase  the  total  of  the  money  carried 
in  the  bill.  We  are  in  a  very  difficult 
position  financially,  and  I  cannot  vote 
for  an  increase,  even  though  it  is  for  one 
of  the  most  worthy  projects  such  as  aid 
to  hospital  construction.  There  are 
many  things  which  are  very  desirable 
but  which  cannot  be  pushed  as  rapidly 
as  we  would  like  at  a  time  like  this,  when 
we  are  threatened  with  an  all-out  war. 
I  should  like,  however,  to  see  an  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  form  of  a  substitute  for  the 
gentleman’s  amendment  agreed  to 
whereby  we  could  provide  in  this  bill 
that  priority  shall  be  given  by  the  vari¬ 
ous  States  in  the  allocation  of  new  con¬ 
struction  funds  to  those  projects  which 
are  most  advanced  at  this  time  in  plan¬ 
ning  and  financing.  It  is  my  intention 
to  offer  such  an  amendment. 

Please  allow  me  to  call  to  your  atten¬ 
tion  what  the  good  people  of  one  of  my 
communities,  Madison,  Minn.,  have  been 
Up  against  in  their  wish  to  secure  a 
much-needed  hospital. 

In  December  1949  public-spirited  cit¬ 
izens  of  that  community  worked  hard  to 
raise  funds  for  Madison’s  contribution  to 
the  hospital.  A  total  of  1,095  con¬ 
tributors  pledged  $186,044  and  the  proj¬ 
ect  seemed  to  be  well  on  the  way.  On 
March  15,  1950,  that  community  was  in¬ 
formed  by  the  Minnesota  Department  of 
Health  that — 

We  have  now  decided  that  we  will  include 
general  hospital  projects  on  the  1950  con¬ 
struction  schedule  down  to  and  including 
Madison.  Because  of  the  fact  that  your 
project  involves  Federal  funds  which  are  not 
as  yet  available  to  the  State,  we  cannot  en¬ 
cumber  funds  for  this  project  until  after  the 
1951  fiscal  allotment  becomes  available,  which 
should  be  about  July  1,  1950. 

Naturally,  the  Madison  community 
looked  forward  hopefully  to  the  summer 
of  1950  for  their  plans  for  a  new  hospital 
to  become  a  reality.  Plans  and  specifica¬ 
tions  were  developed  and  a  total  of 
$38,000  was  spent  by  the  hospital  board 
for  site,  architects’  fees,  and  such.  No 
Federal  money,  however,  was  available 
and  today  this  project  lies  dormant,  a 
year  after  having  been  virtually  assured 
that  construction  would  commence  last 
July. 

Members  of  the  House,  place  your¬ 
selves  in  the  positions  of  members  of  that 
hospital  board.  What  can  they  say  to 
the  1,095  contributors  who  17  months 
ago  put  up  $186,044  on  the  promise  con¬ 
tained  in  the  Hill  Burton  Act.  That 
the  Federal  Government  would  aid  in 
giving  to  them  a  hospital  to  replace  the 
present  fire  trap  constructed  in  1900. 
Ten  thousand  people  in  that  county 


need  that  hospital.  It  is  because  of  cases 
such  as  Madison,  Minn.,  and  others  scat¬ 
tered  throughout  the  United  States  of 
like  need,  that  I  believe  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  should  indicate  in  this  bill  its  be¬ 
lief  and  intent  that  such  communities, 
far  advanced  as  they  are  in  planning  and 
financing,  should  be  assured  of  priority 
as  far  as  the  new  money,  $75,000,000  con¬ 
tained  in  this  bill,  is  concerned. 

Mr.  BUSBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  BUSBEY.  If  the  gentleman  will 
read  the  table  in  the  hearings,  he  will 
find  that  the  smaller  communities  as 
such  have  received  the  bulk  of  the  money 
rather  than  the  larger  cities. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  That  may 
appear  to  be  the  case  but  the  facts  re¬ 
main  that  there  seems  to  be  no  money 
available  now  for  this  project.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  will  recall  that  we  had  a  sup¬ 
plemental  hearing  before  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Health  last  December  on  this 
very  issue.  There  the  question  came  up 
as  to  how  much  money  would  be  re¬ 
quired  as  far  as  the  Congress  was  con¬ 
cerned  if  we  were  to  allocate  sufficient 
additional  funds  over  and  above  the  $75,- 
000,000  given  last  year  so  as  to  take  care 
of  these  few  projects  scattered  out  in 
every  State  of  the  Union  in  which  the 
people  had  worked  hard  to  bring  to  a 
virtual  completion  their  planning  and 
financing,  but  just  could  not  seem  to 
get  under  the  gate  as  far  as  receiving 
some  of  these  Federal  funds  was  con¬ 
cerned. 

Mr.  MCGRATH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  McGRATH.  I  call  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  gentleman  that  the  allotment 
for  his  State  of  Minnesota  is  $1,520,000 
and  that  the  item  to  which  he  refers  in 
the  Madison  case  calls  for  about  $228,000. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  That  is 
correct.  I  am  simply  urging  that  we 
make  sure  that  the  $228,000  will  be  avail¬ 
able.  No  definite  priority  is  in  this  bill 
for  the  hospitals  mentioned. 

Mr.  McGRATH.  In  this  bill  there  is 
sufficient  allotment  and  that  project  to 
which  he  refers  will  be  taken  care  of 
under  this  appropriation. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  wish  the 
gentleman  could  assure  me  that  this 
$228,000  will  be  available.  There  are  so 
many  turns  and  twists  in  the  road  that  I 
fear  that  small  hospitals  such  as  Madison 
will  be  kept  at  the  bottom  of  the  list, 
while  large  hospitals  already  under  con¬ 
struction  will  secure  more  than  their 
previously  allocated  share,  so  as  to  be 
rushed  to  completion  in  spite  of  the  cost 
of  materials  and  labors  going  up  15  to 
20  percent  the  past  year.  It  is  because  of 
this  reasoning,  that  I  propose  to  offer 
an  amendment  to  give  priority  to  the 
many  small  hospitals,  of  which  Madison 
is  but  an  example. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  spite  of  the  interest 
I  have  naturally  in  my  own  project  at 
Madison,  I  want  to  reiterate  that  I  can¬ 
not  vote  for  any  amendment  increasing 
this  bill  today.  We  can,  however,  help 
in  seeing  to  it  that  the  various  States 
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allocate  their  share  of  the  pending  $75- 
000,000  in  such  a  way  as  to  again  restore 
faith  in  Uncle  Sam’s  promise.  Com¬ 
munities  which  have  shown  their  good 
faith  through  their  fund  raising  and 
their  commitments  should  he  given  first 
consideration  in  this  distribution  of  the 
money  available  this  coming  July  1, 
under  this  appropriation  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  McGrath]. 

Mr.  McGRATH.  Mi*.  Chaiman,  I  rec¬ 
ognize  at  the  outset  that  to  speak  against 
a  construction  program  for  hospitals  is 
not  a  very  popular  thing. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGRATH.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  TABER.  May  I  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  I  am  very  much  disturbed 
about  the  pending  amendment  which 
proposes  an  increase  from  $175,000,000  in 
appropriations  to  $250,000,000.  The 
country  cannot  afford  any  more  than 
it  has  at  present.  They  were  able  to 
take  care  of  almost  everything  last  year 
with  the  $175,000,000  and  they  will  be 
able  to  do  the  same  thing  next  year. 

Mi’.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGRATH.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
in  favor  of  economy,  but  I  am  not  in 
favor  of  false  economy.  I  believe  the 
pending  amendment  proposing  to  in¬ 
crease  hospital  funds  should  be  agreed 
to.  Hospital  construction  under  the 
Hill-Burton  Act,  to  my  way  of  thinking, 
has  made  a  great  contribution  in  pro¬ 
moting  the  general  welfare  of  the  people 
in  this  country.  As  a  result  of  this  leg¬ 
islation,  hospital  treatment  has  been 
provided  for  the  sick  and  indigent  where 
otherwise  such  treatment  would  have 
been  impossible.  Many  sections  of  our 
country  still  need  hospitals  and  the 
people  residing  in  those  districts  are 
looking  into  the  future  with  the  hope 
that  they  may  be  able  to  acquire  funds 
under  the  Hill-Burton  Act  and  construct 
needed  hospitals. 

In  my  district  last  fall  one  of  the 
large  counties  voted  by  a  majority  of 
approximately  9,000  to  400  in  favor  of  a 
hospital  bond  issue  in  order  that  they 
may  be  in  a  position  to  match  funds 
provided  under  the  Hill-Burton  Act. 
The  construction  of  this  hospital  in 
Floyd  County,  Ky.,  will  require  $800,000 
of  Hill-Burton  funds  besides  the  one- 
third  that  the  county  is  authorized  to 
put  up.  A  loan  has  been  approved  for 
preparation  of  plans  for  this  hospital. 
The  project  has  been  approved  by  the 
State  Department  of  Health  and  by  the 
United  States  Public  Health  Service. 
The  hospital  is  badly  needed,  and  when 
completed  and  properly  equipped,  will 
serve  a  great  area  in  the  Big  Sandy 
Valley.  The  people  of  Floyd  County  are 
very  hopeful  that  their  project  may  be 
completed  in  the  near  future.  From  a 
defense  standpoint  these  hospitals  that 
have  been  authorized  should  be  com¬ 
pleted.  I  mention  this  particular  hos¬ 
pital,  although  I  know  there  are  numer¬ 
ous  similar  situations  throughout  the 
country.  I  personally  fear  that  $75,- 


000,000  provided  for  in  the  appropria¬ 
tions  bill  for  new  construction  is  inade¬ 
quate.  For  that  reason,  I  am  supporting 
the  amendment  to  increase  the  appro¬ 
priation. 

Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
call  the  attention  of  the  committee  to 
the  fact  that  the  committee  unanimous¬ 
ly  allowed  the  full  budget  estimate  of 
$75,000,000  for  new  allotments.  One 
hundred  million  dollars  goes  to  pay  off 
contract  authorizations  and  the  addi¬ 
tional  $75,000,000  goes  for  new  construc¬ 
tion.  As  of  January  1951  there  was  a 
total  of  1,497,  roughly  1,500  projects 
that  had  been  approved  embracing  about 
73,000  beds  and  225  community  Public 
Health  centers.  We  recognize  at  this 
time  the  difficulty  of  getting  materials 
and  because  of  that  fact  among  others 
this  appropriation  has  been  held  to  this 
amount.  I  call  your  attention  to  the 
fact  that  at  the  present  time  there  is 
approximately  $800,000,000  worth  of 
hospital  construction  going  on  in  the 
country.  The  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Furcolo]  said 
that  there  was  perhaps  a  moral  obliga¬ 
tion  upon  the  Federal  Government  be- 
couse  there  had  been  an  authorization 
bill  passed.  Of  course,  the  fallacy  of 
that  reasoning,  I  think,  was  pointed 
out  very  well  by  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Keating]  because  if  that 
was  to  follow,  every  time  you  passed  an 
authorization  bill  you  might  just  as  well 
put  in  the  appropriation  at  the  same 
time  and  eliminate  any  hearings  or  ex¬ 
amination  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
money  should  be  allocated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has  expired. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  a  substitute. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  H.  Carl  Ander¬ 
sen  as  a  substitute  for  the  amendment 
offered  by  Mr.  Ftjrcolo:  Page  21,  line  19, 
after  “obligations”  strike  out  the  period  and 
insert  "Provided,  That  the  funds  provided 
for  new  obligations  shall  be  allotted  on  a 
basis  of  priority  to  those  projects  most  ad¬ 
vanced  in  the  planning  and  financing  as  de¬ 
termined  by  the  several  States.” 

Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  the  point  of  order  against  the  sub¬ 
stitute  that  it  is  legislation  on  an  ap¬ 
propriation  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  desire  to  be  heard 
on  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Yes,  Mr. 
Chairman.  There  is  no  question  in  my 
mind,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  what  this 
amendment  is  germane.  Certainly  it  is 
nothing  but  a  limitation  upon  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  a  portion  of  the  funds  con¬ 
tained  in  this  particular  paragraph.  If 
we  say,  for  example,  that  the  states 
must  allocate  new  funds  in  relation  to 
the  state  of  advancement  as  far  as  the 
projects  are  concerned,  certainly  that  is 
a  limitation,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  Chairman,  may 
I  be  heard  in  opposition  to  the  observa¬ 
tion  made  by  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota? 

The  CHAIRMAN,  Yes. 

Mr.  McGRATH.  I  respectfully  sub¬ 
mit  to  the  Chair  that  the  Hill-Burton 
Act  sets  forth  the  priorities  to  be  given 


to  the  states  and  herefore  his  is  legis¬ 
lation  on  an  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
be  heard  on  the  point  of  order? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re¬ 
spectfully  submit  that  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Minne¬ 
sota  is  not  germane.  Being  a  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce  that  brought  this  legislation 
to  the  House  authorizing  this  program, 
I  recall  vividly  the  policy  was  adopted  in 
that  authorization  program  which  left 
administration  of  the  funds  to  the  States, 
after  the  funds  were  made  available. 
The  authority  to  determine  the  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  the  funds  made  available  for  the 
carrying  out  of  this  program  is  left  to 
the  States.  Should  a  limitation  such  as 
the  gentleman  offered  here  be  adopted, 
that  would  mean  we  would  deviate  from 
that  policy  established  under  the  au¬ 
thorization  of  the  program  and  conse¬ 
quently  I  think  it  would  be  legislation  on 
an  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Would  the 
Chair  permit  a  further  observation? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  The  Chair 
will  notice  in  line  16  the  provision  “That 
allotments  under  such  part  C  to  the  sev¬ 
eral  States”  and  so  forth  and  so  on. 
If  that  provision  is  germane  and  in 
order,  as  it  appears  to  be,  why  should 
not  a  further  provision  as  to  how  the 
State  shall  allot  the  money,  based  upon 
the  degree  of  advancement,  be  germane? 
The  gentleman  from  Arkansas  should 
either  make  a  point  of  order  against  that 
provision  also  or  withdraw  his  opposition 
to  mine. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mi'.  Price).  The 
Chair  is  ready  to  rule. 

After  studying  the  substitute  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota,  the  Chair  feels  that  this  is  a 
change  in  existing  law,  and  therefore 
sustains  the  point  of  order  that  it  is  legis¬ 
lation  on  an  appropriation  bill. 

In  regard  to  the  second  point  raised 
by  the  gentleman,  the  Chair  holds  that 
because  other  legislative  language  may 
be  permitted  to  remain  in  the  bill,  that 
does  not  make  in  order  language  adding 
legislation  in  violation  of  the  rules. 

The  Chair,  therefore,  sustains  the 
point  of  order  submitted  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment  to  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Javits  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Furcolo:  On  page 
21,  line  13,  strike  out  “$250,000,000”  and  In¬ 
sert  in  lieu  thereof  “$195,000,000.” 

The  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  rejected. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Would  it  be  In 
order  to  offer  a  preferential  motion  at 
this  time,  and  if  offered,  could  it  be  de¬ 
bated? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  cannot 
rule  on  a  hypothetical  question. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  a  preferential  motion, 
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The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Crawford  moves  that  the  Committee 
do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  rejected. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Furcolo 
amendment  be  again  read. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
again  read  the  Furcolo  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Furcolo  1. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Commissioned  officers,  pay,  and  so  forth: 
For  pay,  uniforms  and  subsistence  allow¬ 
ances,  increased  allowances  for  foreign  serv¬ 
ice  and  commutation  of  quarters  for  not  to 
exceed  1,500  regular  active  commissioned 
officers;  for  medals,  decorations,  and  retired 
pay  of  regular  and  reserve  commissioned 
officers;  for  payment  of  claims  for  private 
property  lost,  destroyed,  captured,  aban¬ 
doned,  or  damaged  in  the  military  service 
of  the  United  States,  as  authorized  by  law 
(31  U.  S.  C.  222c,  h;  42  U.  S.  C.  213) ;  and  for 
6  months’  death  .gratuity  pay  and  burial 
payments  for  regular  commissioned  officers; 
$1,900,000,  and  the  Surgeon  General  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  advance  to  this  appropriation 
from  appropriations  made  available  to  the 
Public  Health  Service  for  the  current  fiscal 
year  such  additional  amounts  as  may  be 
necessary  for  pay  and  allowances  of  the 
officers  herein  authorized. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Davis  of 
Georgia:  On  page  26,  line  8,  strike  out 
“$1,900,000”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“$1,790,000.” 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  this  item  appears  in  the  committee 
report  on  page  34  in  the  table  entitled 
“Title  II — Federal  Security  Agency.”  It 
is  the  first  item  on  the  page  of  “com¬ 
missioned  officers,  pay,  etc.”  In  1951  the 
amount  appropriated  for  this  item  was 
$1,790,000.  The  amount  in  this  bill  is 
increased  $110,000.  The  subcommittee 
has  done  good  work  in  reporting  this  bill 
in  a  number  of  ways  and  for  that  I  wish 
to  commend  them  and  wish  to  say  that 
I  concur  in  that  action.  I  feel,  if  it  is 
possible. to  do  so,  no  item  in  the  bill 
should  be  increased.  When  I  noticed  the 
$110,000  increase  here  I  looked  in  the 
committee  report  to  see  what  the  justi¬ 
fication  for  it  was,  and  not  finding  any 
reference  to  it  whatever  I  then  discussed 
it  with  the  subcommittee  chairman  and 
was  informed  that  the  justification  for 
it  is  set  out  on  pages  839,  840,  and  841 
of  the  hearings,  which  involve  this  par¬ 
ticular  agency  and  that  this  $110,000  is 
supposed  to  pay  for  the  retirement  which 
is  anticipated  during  the  fiscal  year  of 
19  commissioned  officers.  The  testimony 
of  Dr.  Gillis  with  reference  to  that  is  as 
follows : 

The  estimated  increase  is  due  to  provision 
for  retirement  of  19  additional  officers.  In 
view  of  the  retirement  of  2  officers  for  age 
Is  mandatory  and  37  officers  have  the  legal 
right  to  retire  for  years  of  service,  and  since 
past  experience  Indicates  an  average  of  17 
retirements  per  year  for  disability  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  Career  Compensation  Act,  the 
estimate  Is  very  conservative. 

I  would  take  that  to  mean  that  year 
after  year  they  would  come  along  here 


with  a  request  for  an  increase  in  this 
bill  of  $110,000,  which  does  not  seem  to 
me  to  be  a  logical  method  of  increase. 

The  Williams  subcommittee  last  year 
investigated  this  agency  and  we  investi¬ 
gated  this  particular  part  of  the  agency 
which  is  known  as  the  Division  of  Com¬ 
missioned  Officers. 

That  subcommittee’s  report  in  dealing 
with  this,  had  the  following  to  say : 

Another  barrier  to  the  attainment  of  good 
personnel  management  is  found  in  the  sepa¬ 
rate  handling  of  the  2,141  commissioned  of¬ 
ficers  in  the  Public  Health  Service.  These 
officers  are  assigned  throughout  the  service 
in  both  medical  and  administrative  posts 
from  a  central  division  of  commissioned  of¬ 
ficers  with  72  employees  assigned  to  its  com¬ 
ponent  branches  as  follows,  and  these  are 
personnel  employees  which  have  a  ratio  of 
one  personnel  worker  for  every  30  officers. 
That  is  too  large  a  ratio  of  personnel  workers 
for  the  number  of  officers.  Those  72  em¬ 
ployees  in  the  fiscal  year  1950  were  made  up 
as  follows : 

Office  of  the  chief,  6  employees;  planning 
branch,  6;  liaison  branch,  9;  recruitment  and 
commission  branch,  18;  assignment  and 
utilization  branch,  6;  training  branch,  4; 
administrative  management,  23. 

Here  are  the  duties  of  the  administra¬ 
tive  management  as  reported  by  them  to 
that  committee: 

Administers  program  for  assisting  and 
advising  officers  and  their  dependents  in 
obtaining  benefits  provided  by  law;  re¬ 
views  and  processes  disability  claims;  de¬ 
termines  eligibility  for  campaign  rib¬ 
bons;  arranges  for  authorization  to  wear 
decorations  and  medals;  maintains 
liaison  with  Department  of  National  De¬ 
fense,  Veterans’  Administration  and 
other  agencies  on  matters  of  benefits 
and  privileges;  arranges  for  commissary 
and  post-exchange  privileges;  provides 
income-tax-consultation  service  for 
commissioned  officers. 

The  committee  reached  this  conclu¬ 
sion  regarding  these  72  employees,  par¬ 
ticularly  those  23  in  administrative  man¬ 
agement: 

Except  for  historical  prerogative  and  a 
declining  need  for  mobility  in  assignment, 
there  is  little  justification  for  continuing 
this  very  elaborate  and  costly  duplicate  per¬ 
sonnel  office  with  a  ratio  of  1  personnel 
worker  for  every  30  officers. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Davis] 
has  expired. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
may  proceed  for  two  additional  min¬ 
utes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  do  not  know  of  a  bet¬ 
ter  place  in  the  wide  world  to  save  $110,- 
000  than  to  vote  for  the  amendment 
which  the  gentleman  has  offered.  I 
compliment  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  his  remarks. 

In  view  of  the  extension  of  time,  I 
would  like  to  add  to  what  I  have  already 
said  that  this  is  an  agency  in  which  the 
Williams  subcommittee  in  its  investi¬ 


gation  found  that  in  the  Federal  Secu¬ 
rity  Administration  they  maintained  a 
purchasing  operations  division  which 
employed  197  employees  which  processed 
a  total  number  of  orders  per  year  of 
121,014,  50  percent  of  which  were  under 
$20  each,  at  an  average  cost  of  $5  per 
order  processed,  and  the  number  proc¬ 
essed,  the  daily  average  per  employee, 
was  2.4  order's,  as  I  said  at  an  average 
cost  of  $5  per  order,  and  50  percent  of 
them  were  under  $20. 

As  I  stated,  I  think  the  committee  has 
done  good  work  in  reducing  the  appro¬ 
priations,  but  this  is  one  item  that  has 
been  increased.  It  is  not  justified  in  the 
committee  report,  and  the  justification 
which  is  given  is  what  I  have  given  you 
here,  and  I  think  the  $110,000  should  be 
cut  out. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  has  again  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  Hr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  many  Members  have 
done,  I  have  spent  a  great  many  years  of 
my  life  working  in  the  areas  of  health 
and  disease.  May  I  say  that  I  am  very 
happy  that  you  have  seen  fit  not  to  make 
an  additional  cut  in  the  mental  hygiene 
appropriation. 

I  am  taking  these  few  minutes,  Mr. 
Chairman,  in  order  to  suggest  to  you  that 
it  is  time  for  us,  as  guardians  of  the 
purse  strings,  to  consider  as  possible  fields 
for  research  the  basic  causes  of  such 
things  as  mental  unbalance  and  illness. 
To  illustrate  my  meaning,  I  would  like 
to  refer  the  older  Members  of  the  House 
to  a  bill  which  I  introduced  some  years 
ago  to  iodize  salt  to  make  readily  avail¬ 
able  to  the  great  masses  of  our  people 
the  ingredient  necessary  to  health  of 
body  and  mind  in  order  to  reduce  the 
number  of  feeble-minded,  mentally  unfit, 
deaf  mutes,  and  such  that  we  are  breed¬ 
ing  in  increasing  numbers.  My  bill  was 
rather  dramatically  killed  by  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  procedure  on  the  floor,  which 
prevented  its  coming  to  a  vote.  Did  you 
know  that  every  single  soldier  who  went 
into  the  Army  in  the  last  war  had  noth¬ 
ing  but  iodized  salt? 

It  has  been  definitely  established  by 
30  years  of  research  that  iodine  is  abso¬ 
lutely  necessary  to  sanity  and  healthful 
glandular  activity.  If  you  put  two  bricks 
of  salt  in  a  field,  one  iodized  and  one  not, 
the  cows  will  take  the  iodized  salt  every 
time.  I  could  give  you  many  illustra¬ 
tions  of  that  nature. 

Also,  one  of  our  South  American  Re¬ 
publics  was  virtually  free  of  goiter  corol¬ 
laries.  Then  suddenly  they  began  to 
have  it.  One  of  the  research  men  was 
sent  down  from  here  at  the  request  of 
their  government.  He  found  that  the 
goiter  began  at  the  time  when  a  very 
up  and  coming  fellow  had  come  up  to 
the  United  States  and  liked  the  white 
salt  on  our  tables.  When  he  returned 
home  he  set  up  a  factory  and  refined  the 
salt,  and  goiters  appeared. 

I  have  given  you  this  as  an  illustra¬ 
tion  of  what  basic  research  can  teach 
us.  Assuring  the  masses  of  our  people 
a  requisite  amount  of  this  necessary  in¬ 
gredient  is  one  of  the  things  that  wa 
could  do  to  lower  the  number  of  people 
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for  whom  we  now  have  to  supply  nurses 
and  doctors  and  others. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  many  other 
similar  things  that  could  be  done  funda¬ 
mentally  in  the  whole  broad  field  of  re¬ 
search.  May  I  urge  upon  the  Members 
of  this  body,  and  especially  upon  what¬ 
ever  subcommittee  has  to  do  not  only 
with  the  health  appropriations  but  also 
with  the  study  of  the  various  health 
measures  that  come  to  this  Congress 
usually  through  the  Committee  on  Inter¬ 
state  and  Foreign  Commerce,  I  would 
urge  it  upon  us  all  to  do  some  very 
fundamental  study  between  now  and  the 
next  session  of  this  Congress.  It  is  evi¬ 
dent  that  we  must  reduce  expenditures. 
Let  us  reduce  them  in  such  ways  that 
will  bring  benefit  to  our  people  rathSr 
than  having  to  reduce  them  by  having 
fewer  hospitals  than  are  now  needed  to 
care  for  our  sick,  for  the  250,000  GI’s 
who  are  mentally  undone  by  this  war, 
and  for  other  tragedies  of  our  civiliza¬ 
tion.  Let  us  see  what  we  can  do  to  do 
away  with  the  causes,  let  us  not  go  on 
forever  dealing  merely  with  results  of 
poor  management. 

I  urge  this,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  hope 
very  much  that  during  this  next  year 
because  of  very  necessity  we  will  force 
ourselves  to  look  into  these  matters  from 
this  more  basic  point  of  view. 

Mr.  RANKIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  he  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  very  much  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  statement  of  the  lady  from 
Ohio  [Mrs.  Bolton]  on  the  subject  of 
iodine.  I  realize  that  iodized  salt  is  bet¬ 
ter  than  no  iodine  at  all.  Iodine  comes 
from  the  sea.  The  States  that  border 
on  the  ocean,  and  especialy  the  ones  that 
border  on  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  have  the 
most  iodine  in  their  soil,  and  therefore 
the  people  in  those  States  have  the  least 
amount  of  goiter  or  thyroid  trouble. 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mh.  RANKIN.  Yes,  I  yield. 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  They  also,  however, 
have  an  increasing  amount  of  cretinism, 
dementism,  and  various  things  of  that 
kind. 

Mr.  RANKIN.  Those  maladies  are 
caused  by  a  lack  of  iodine;  they  are  un¬ 
known  in  those  States  that  have  an 
abundance  of  iodine  in  their  soil. 

We  have  virtually  eliminated  malaria, 
typhoid,  yellow  fevers,  hookworm,  and 
various  other  diseases  that  were  causing 
so  much  trouble  in  Mississippi,  and 
many  other  Southern  States. 

Mississippi  has  more  iodine  in  her  soil 
than  has  any  other  State  in  the  Union, 
except  Florida  and  south  Texas.  If  you 
people  in  the  Northern  States  who  come 
from  the  goiter  areas — and  you  can  get 
maps  which  will  show  you  exactly  where 
those  areas  are — if  you, want  to  get  rid 
of  goiter  or  thyroid  trouble,  the  thing 
to  do  is  to  take  no  chances  on  artificially 
Iodized  salt,  but  to  eat  foods  that  are 
produced  in  those  areas  where  the  soil  is 
saturated  with  iodine,  especially  in  the 
southern  areas. 

If  you  would  eat  more  sweet  potatoes, 
molasses,  and  dairy  products  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi,  you  would  protect  yourselves 
against  those  maladies. 


I  remember  serving  in  this  Congress 
at  a  time  when  there  were  four  Members 
from  one  of  the  Northern  States  who  had 
been  operated  on  for  goiter.  They  came 
from  a  State  that  has  no  iodine  in  her 
soil. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RANKIN.  Yes,  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  I  would  like 
to  hear  the  gentleman’s  observation  on 
the  iodine  content  of  Florida  oranges. 

Mr.  RANKIN.  I  would  like  to  answer 
the  lady  from  Ohio.  But  if  you  want  the 
facts,  I  desire  to  say  that  there  is  nothing 
produced  in  this  country  that  carries  a 
greater  percentage  of  iodine  than  the 
fruit  grown  in  Florida  and  south  Texas. 
Florida  oranges  and  grapefruit,  as  well 
as  oranges  and  grapefruit  from  south 
Texas,  have  more  iodine  than  has  any 
other  such  foods  grown  in  this  country. 
The  same  thing  is  true  of  milk  products 
from  Mississippi  and  other  Southern 
States.  The  sweetpotato  comes  nearer 
having  all  the  food  values  than  any  other 
one  thing  that  is  grown  in  the  United 
States.  And  they  all  come  from  the 
Southern  States,  where  the  soil  is  satu¬ 
rated  with  iodine. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RANKIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Would 
the  gentleman  say  the  same  thing  with 
reference  to  oleomargarine? 

Mr.  RANKIN.  Yes;  if  it  is  made  from 
cottonseed  oil. 

If  the  gentleman  wants  the  people  of 
his  State  to  get  rid  of  thyroid  trouble 
the  thing  to  do  is  to  drink  milk  pro¬ 
duced  in  Mississippi. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RANKIN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Could  I  get  a  testi¬ 
monial  from  the  gentleman  for  Iowa 
corn? 

Mr.  RANKIN.  Yes,  I  was  just  about  to 
get  to  corn. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RANKIN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  did  not  do  so  bad 
by  eating  a  lot  of  pork  and  beef  either. 

Mr.  RANKIN.  Certainly  not. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  am  a  pretty  good  ex¬ 
ample  of  what  a  person  can  grow  to  if 
he  eats  good  corn  and  Iowa  corn  flakes 
as  well  as  pork  and  beef. 

Mr.  RANKIN.  May  I  also  say  that  if 
you  will  get  rid  of  this  one-way  freight 
rate  you  people  are  being  punished  with, 
as  we  are,  so  that  you  can  process  your 
own  animal  and  corn  products  and  ship 
them  east  instead  of  having  to  pay  a 
double  freight  rate  when  you  ship  them, 
the  people  of  Iowa  will  be  a  great  deal 
better  off. 

Mr.  FELLOWS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RANKIN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Maine. 

Mr.  FELLOWS.  This  also  involves  a 
mental  question,  does  it  not? 

Mr.  RANKIN.  A  mental  question?  I 
have  been  told  that  thyroid  trouble,  and 
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especially  goiters,  affects  an  individual’s 
mind.  I  want  to  say  to  the  gentleman 
from  Maine  that  his  rain  comes  from 
the  sea.  His  area  is  fairly  well  supplied 
with  iodine.  But  when  you  get  to  cer¬ 
tain  areas  where  the  water  does  not 
come  from  the  sea  you  will  find  the  re¬ 
verse  to  be  true.  I  made  an  investiga¬ 
tion,  and  in  one  State,  I  will  not  name  it, 
they  recorded  100  percent  of  the  school 
children  in  a  certain  city  as  being  af¬ 
fected  with  thyroid  trouble. 

This  is  one  of  the  most  serious  ques¬ 
tions  that  has  come  before  the  Congress, 
and  I  am  telling  you  now  that  I  do  not 
believe  you  can  ever  cure  it  with  iodized 
salt,  although  it  does  have  a  beneficial 
effect.  If  you  will  eat  the  foods  that 
come  from  that  part  of  the  South  where 
the  soil  is  saturated  with  iodine,  you  will 
find  it  to  be  a  great  deterrent  to  the  con¬ 
traction  and  development  of  goiter,  one 
of  the  most  dangerous  diseases  in 
America. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
the  pending  amendment  close  in  10  min¬ 
utes,  the  last  5  minutes  to  be  reserved  to 
the  committee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

(Mr.  RANKIN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
VursellL 

(Mr.  VURSELL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise- and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  VURSELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  pending  amendment  to 
reduce  this  appropriation  bill  further, 
by  $110,000. 

First,  however,  I  want  to  compliment 
and  commend  the  members  of  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  that  has  shown 
such  a  tenacity  for  economy  in  Govern¬ 
ment  at  a  time  when  it  was  never  more 
needed  than  it  is  in  this  particular  ses¬ 
sion  of  the  Congress.  I  also  want  to 
commend  all  of  the  members  of  the 
committee  of  the  House  who  have  helped 
defeat  the  prior  amendment  which 
would  have  increased  this  appropriation 
bill  by  $75,000,000. 

The  people  of  our  country  are  greatly 
concerned.  I  think  the  letters  that  are 
coming  in,  even  those  before  the  Mac- 
Arthur  incident,  indicate  that  the  peo¬ 
ple  are  concerned  about  the  future  of 
this  Government  and  concerned  about 
what  the  Congress  may  do,  whether  or 
not  they,  the  citizens  of  the  United 
States  who  really  are  the  Government, 
may  get  a  measure  of  relief  from  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States. 

They  are  more  concerned  now  than 
they  were  ever  before,  and  they  are  look¬ 
ing  to  Congress  now  with  greater  in¬ 
tensity  and  greater  hope,  and  may  I  say 
greater  concern,  than  ever  before. 

Congress  has  made  a  splendid  start 
in  acting  upon  the  appropriation  bills 
that  have  come  before  this  body  recent¬ 
ly.  We  can  give  the  people  some  con¬ 
solation  and  some  hope  for  the  future 
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that  no  other  person  in  government  can 
give  them,  which  they  are  so  intently 
hoping  for  if  we  continue  to  show  them 
that  we  are  trying  to  protest  their  in¬ 
terest  and  continue  to  show  them  that 
we  will  continue  to  stand  fast  for  econ¬ 
omy  throughout  this  session. 

I  know  there  are  likely  to  be  those  who 
will  offer  amendments  to  this  bill  to 
undo  the  work  this  splendid  committee 
has  done,  to  increase  the  appropriations, 
later  on  as  we  read  the  bill.  I  want  to 
speak  to  you  now  and  urge  the  Members 
of  Congress  to  turn  back  and  defeat 
every  attempt  to  increase  appropria¬ 
tions  in  this  bill,  and  I  hope  that  we  will 
indicate  our  determination  to  do  that 
by  reducing  this  bill  now  by  $110,000  by 
approving  this  amendment. 

We  can  give  the  people  hope  and  con¬ 
solation  if  we  continue  to  stand  fast  for 
economy  on  the  floor  of  this  House  not 
only  for  this  bill,  but  as  the  days  and 
weeks  come.  When  we  reduce  spending, 
we  lighten  the  tax  load  that  much  on 
the  people.  Congress  has  a  great  re¬ 
sponsibility.  You  Members  of  the  House 
have  shown  an  inclination  to  measure 
up  and  face  up  to  that  responsibility. 
I  hope  we  may  continue  to  do  so  today 
and  throughout  this  session. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Fogarty]. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
subcommittee  has  given  careful  con¬ 
sideration  to  every  request  by  the  agen¬ 
cies  that  have  appeared  before  it  over  a 
period  of  several  weeks.  You  will  notice 
in  the  tabulation  at  the  back  of  the  re¬ 
port  that  practically  every  estimate  that 
was  presented  to  the  committee  has  been 
cut  for  fiscal  year  1952.  But  I  believe 
the  significant  'thing  in  the  report  is 
that  this  committee  cut  practically 
every  agency  that  appeared  before  it 
below  what  they  had  available  in  1951— 
not  the  estimate,  but  we  have  cut  be¬ 
low  what  they  had  to  operate  with  in 
1951.  This  relatively  small  item  for 
commissioned  officers’  pay  is  one  of  the 
few  items  in  the  bill  that  shows  an  in¬ 
crease  over  last  year.  It  shows  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $110,000.  That  entire  increase 
Is  made  up  of  one  thing,  and  that  is  for 
retired  pay  of  officers  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  and  for  survivors’  bene¬ 
fits.  That  is  all  there  is  to  it.  It  does 
not  add  any  jobs  to  the  Public  Health 
rolls.  That  $110,000  is  made  up  com¬ 
pletely  of  retirement  pay  for  officers 
serving  in  the  Public  Health  Service  on 
the  same  basis  as  officers  in  the  Army, 
in  the  Navy,  and  in  the  Coast  Guard, 
and  for  survivors’  benefits;  for  the  sur¬ 
vivors  of  those  officers  who  have  died 
whose  survivors  are  eligible  to  receive 
benefits.  That  is  what  the  entire  $110,- 
000  amounts  to.  That  is  why  we  allowed 
it  because  we  could  not  rationally  do 
anything  else.  There  is  in  the  record 
a  table  showing  the  net  increase  of  re¬ 
tired  officers  from  1947  to  1952.  In  1947 
there  was  a  net  increase  of  22;  in  1948, 
12;  in  1949,  16;  in  1950,  28;  and  in  1951, 
32.  This  next  fiscal  year,  by  the  figures 
that  we  have,  there  will  be  19  additional 
officers  retired.  This  $110,000  will  go  to 
meet  that  retirement  pay  and  the  bene¬ 


fits  that  will  be  allowed  for  the  survi¬ 
vors  of  the  officers  who  died. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  If  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  yield,  if  they  could  reduce  some 
unnecessary  employees,  however,  and 
save  $110,000  they  could  use  that  money 
to  pay  this  retirement,  could  they  not? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  We  believe  the  Public 
Health  Service  is  one  of  the  best-run 
agencies  in  the  Government.  The  record 
has  shown  that  they  have  decreased 
their  personnel  in  administrative  serv¬ 
ices  in  Public  Health  administration 
whenever  this  was  possible.  It  is  a  con¬ 
servative  administration  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  It  is  an  independent  agency  with¬ 
in  the  Federal  Security  Agency.  This 
committee  has  been  very  much  interest¬ 
ed  in  it  and  its  operations.  For  1952,  the 
budget  estimates  for  it  show  533  less  po¬ 
sitions,  over-all,  than  they  had  for  1951. 
The  committee  reductions  make  that 
even  a  higher  reduction. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Mississippi.  I  want 
to  join  the  others  in  congratulating  the 
chairman  of  this  subcommittee  on  the 
work  he  has  done  in  the  interest  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  economy.  However,  I  am  not 
ready  to  concede  that  even  further  cuts 
cannot  be  made.  In  this  particular  in¬ 
stance,  may  I  ask  the  gentleman  if  the 
committee’s  figures  in  their  appropria¬ 
tions  for  this  commissioned  officers  serv¬ 
ice  contemplate  the  continued  ratio  of 
personnel  employees  to  over-all  em¬ 
ployment  of  1  to  30?  What  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  intends  to  do  is  eliminate  that 
elaborate  and  costly  personnel  ratio. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  $110,000  increase 
is  mainly  and  solely  for  the  purpose  of 
paying  retirement  benefits  to  officers  who 
have  been  retired  in  service  and  to  pay 
survivors’  benefits. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Mississippi.  That 
may  be  well  and  good,  but  do  you  in¬ 
tend  to  continue  personnel  employment 
at  the  ratio  of  1  to  30  employees  in 
the  agency? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  may  say  to  the 
gentleman,  who  has  served  as  chairman 
of  the  special  subcommittee  investigat¬ 
ing  some  of  these  Federal  agencies,  that 
we  have  had  his  report  before  our  com¬ 
mittee  in  connection  with  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor,  especially  the  Bureau 
of  Labor  Statistics,  but  it  was  not  until 
this  afternoon,  until  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  brought  this  particular  portion 
of  the  report  to  my  attention,  that  the 
committee  knew  anything  about  this 
part  of  it  at  all.  If  it  had  been  brought 
specifically  to  our  attention  during  our 
hearings  we  would  have  gone  into  it  as 
we  did  into  the  other  report  on  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics.  But  let  us 
not  cut  this  $110,000.  I  will  guarantee 
that  we  will  go  into  it  in  our  hearings 
next  year  in  view  of  the  report  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  issued.  If  we  had  had  that 
item  brought  specifically  to  our  atten¬ 
tion,  we  would  have  gone  into  it,  but 
let  us  not  cut  out  survivors’  benefits  and 
retired  pay  under  this  provision. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Davis], 


The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Davis  of 
Georgia)  there  were — ayes  95,  noes  49. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Public 
Assistance:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Assistance,  $1,600,000. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Keating:  On 
page  28,  line  23,  strike  out  “$1,600,000”  and 
insert  “$1,463,400.” 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TABER.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  this 
agency  shows  an  enormous  increase  in 
the  number  of  employees  at  a  time  when 
outside  employment  ought  to  diminish 
their  requirements? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  think  exactly  what 
the  gentleman  has  said  is  true.  The 
record  indicates  the  average  number  of 
employees  in  this  agency  for  1950  was 
264,  and  the  estimated  number  for  1951 
is  273,  and  the  estimated  number  for 
1952  is  313.  All  of  this  is  happening 
at  the  very  time  when  there  should  be 
less  need  for  public  assistance  and  at  a 
time  when  there  is  a  real  shortage  in  the 
labor  market  and  fewer  people  are  on 
public  assistance,  and  consequently  the 
workload  to  administer  the  program  is 
less. 

I  call  attention  to  the  record  wherein 
the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  in¬ 
quired  of  the  witness,  who  was  appearing 
on  this  particular  item: 

In  this  tight  labor  market  we  are  in  at 
the  present  time,  does  it  not  seem  that  a 
downward  trend  for  aid  to  dependent  chil¬ 
dren  would  continue? 

And  the  witness  said  that  it  might. 
Further,  she  said: 

I  do  not  think  all  the  States  have  done  a 
thorough  job  in  canvassing  all  their  re¬ 
cipients  as  yet  so  there  will  probably  be  a 
continuing  decrease  in  old-age  and  aid  to 
dependent  children  because  of  certain 
amendments. 

We  all  understood  the  need  to  make 
adequate  provision  for  this  activity,  but 
here  is  a  case,  similar  to  the  one  we 
just  passed  upon,  where  the  committee 
has  increased  the  figure  above  the  figure 
for  last  year  at  a  time  when  the  trend  in 
the  country,  insofar  as  employment  goes, 
is  up. 

I  want  to  echo  what  was  said  by  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  in  compliment¬ 
ing  the  committee  on  the  many  instances 
where  they  have  made  substantial  re¬ 
ductions.  I  think  perhaps  the  experi¬ 
ence  which  we  had  on  the  floor  with 
reference  to  the  previous  appropriation 
bill  which  we  considered  a  short  while 
ago  has  had  a  salutary  effect  on  the  en¬ 
tire  committee.  I  am  happy  to  see  cer¬ 
tain  of  these  reductions  which  have  been 
made,  which  are  so  necessary  in  these 
times  of  unusual  defense  expenditures. 
However,  I  hope  that,  like  the  previous 
amendment,  this  amendment  will  be  ac¬ 
cepted  so  that  at  least  we  will  not,  by 
the  action  we  take,  increase  the  amounts 
allowed  over  the  amounts  appropriated 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE  April  18 


4194 

last  year  for  these  administrative  pur¬ 
poses. 

I  cannot  understand  why  there  should 
be  need  for  additional  employees.  The 
alleged  justification  for  this  item  appears 
on  page  18  of  the  report,  where  it  says 
it  is  to  take  care  of  within-grade  salary 
advancements,  projection  of  positions 
approved  for  a  portion  of  the  current 
year  to  a  full-year  basis,  and  additional 
expenses  to  handle  increased  work  aris¬ 
ing  out  of  certain  amendments. 

It  is  not  stated  in  the  report  that  it  is 
intended  to  increase  the  number  of  em¬ 
ployees.  However,  it  seems  to  me  that 
in  this  particular  activity  it  is  definitely 
one  of  those  cases  where,  instead  of  in¬ 
creasing  the  appropriation  to  take  care 
of  promotions,  and  that  sort  of  thing, 
such  needs  should  be  absorbed  and  taken 
care  of  by  a  reduction  in  the  number  of 
personnel.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  think 
I  have  probably  been  unduly  conserva¬ 
tive  in  merely  trying  to  reduce  this  fig¬ 
ure  to  the  figure  of  last  year.  Certainly 
we  should  go  that  far. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  yield. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  would  also  take  into  considera¬ 
tion  the  fact  that  in  the  Federal  Secu¬ 
rity  structure  throughout  the  average 
wage  or  salary  is  $4,500  a  year,  whereas 
in  all  other  governmental  departments 
the  average  is  only  $3,600,  so  we  can  take 
that  into  consideration  in  voting  for  the 
gentleman’s  amendment? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  agree  with  that.  I 
would  say  to  the  gentleman  along  that 
line  that  my  figures  indicate  that  the 
average  salary  in  this  agency  is  $4,908. 
It  is  estimated  that  the  reduction  which 
is  sought  by  this  amendment  might 
eliminate  27  employees  from  the  payroll, 
but  that  elimination  would  still  leave  on 
the  payroll  22  more  employees  than  they 
had  in  1950. 

In  these  times,  in  that  type  of  activity, 
important  as  it  is,  it  seems  to  me  it 
would  be  inexcusable  for  us  to  allow 
them  a  larger  sum  than  they  were  per¬ 
mitted  to  have  last  year.  If  we  are  to 
make  the  substantial  budget  reductions 
in  nondefense  spending  so  necessary  to 
the  maintenance  of  a  sound  economy 
and,  I  might  add,  so  essential  in  the 
long  run  to  our  triumph  over  the  forces 
of  those  who  would  destroy  us,  such 
action  must  be  taken  on  items  like  the 
one  to  which  this  amendment  is  di- 
rected 

The’  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has  expired. 

Mr.  NICHOLSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  what  the 
average  money  is  for  each  child  in  a 
dependent  family. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  In  1950  the  average 
monthly  number  of  families  was  602,078 ; 
in  1951,  estimated  at  665,000,  and  in  1952, 
estimated  at  585,000.  The  average 
monthly  payment  was  $72.02  in  1950; 
$72.50  estimated  in  1951,  and  $74.25  esti¬ 
mated  in  1952. 

Mr.  NICHOLSON.  That  is  per 
family? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Yes. 


Mr.  NICHOLSON.  It  seems  to  me  that 
this  is  a  fair  amendment.  We  have  in 
every  town,  in  the  State  that  I  come 
from  at  least,  a  welfare  agent  in  each 
city  and  town,  however  big  it  is,  more 
help  than  is  necessary.  Then  the  State 
comes  in  with  their  staff  of  visitors  and 
looks  out  for  welfare.  Then  we  have  the 
United  States  coming  in  and  they  have  a 
right  to  because  they  pay  half;  so  we 
have  three  sets  of  people  doing  one  man’s 
job. 

I  know  plenty  of  cases  in  my  State 
where  men  have  died  or  have  left  their 
families,  men  who  were  making  about 
$40  a  week,  men  with  six  children. 
When  he  runs  off,  or  dies,  that  family 
immediately  gets  $84  a  week,  $44  more 
than  the  man  ever  brought  to  the  fam¬ 
ily;  and  the  family  was  getting  along 
very  well  on  the  $40. 

It  seems  to  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
these  cases  ought  not  to  be  acted  on  the 
same,  whether  there  be  three  children  in 
the  family  or  eight,  because  it  does  not 
cost  any  more  to  heat  a  house  for  the 
eight  than  for  the  three;  and  a  lot  of 
other  expenses  are  of  the  same  nature, 
rent,  and  everything  else,  yet  they  have 
a  policy  of  doing  this  for  everybody,  no 
matter  what  his  condiiton  may  be  or  the 
condition  the  family  might  be  in. 

There  is  not  any  earthly  reason  so  far 
as  I  can  see  to  increase  the  number  of 
investigators  or  the  people  going  around 
to  take  care  of  these  funds,  because  we 
have  altogether  too  many  now;  one  is 
enough.  In  the  town  in  which  I  live,  a 
town  of  7,000  people,  we  know  the  con¬ 
ditions  of  practically  everybody  who  gets 
old-age  assistance,  or  is  on  public  relief 
or  who  receives  aid  for  dependent  child¬ 
ren;  and  there  is  no  earthly  need  of 
anybody  coming  in  from  the  State  and 
then  on  top  of  that  from  the  Federal 
Government  overriding  what  the  local 
welfare  agency  does.  If  the  people  in 
Massachusetts  really  knew  what  we  were 
doing  they  would  rise  up  and  say  “You 
have  got  to  stop  this.”  A  woman  with 
five  illegitimate  children  gets  $72  a 
week  to  take  care  of  them.  No  one  in 
our  State  can  look  at  the  public  welfare 
books  to  know  what  this  thing  costs. 

Mr.  EROWNSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NICHOLSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BROWNSON  The  gentleman  is 
bringing  up  a  point  which  I  think  is  very 
important;  namely,  the  secrecy  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Federal  Security  Act.  Until 
they  are  amended  to  allow  the  States  to 
publish  this  information  so  that  the  gen¬ 
eral  public  can  find  out  about  these  bil¬ 
lions  we  are  pouring  out  it  makes  it  very 
difficult  and  expensive  to  enforce.  Our 
State  of  Indiana  has  already  done  that 
at  their  own  risk  of  having  these  appro¬ 
priations  cut  off.  I  now  have  a  bill,  H.  R. 
2738,  pending  before  the  House  com¬ 
mittee  which  proposes  an  amendment 
so  that  these  facts  may  be  published 
and  so  that  more  economy  will  result. 

Mr.  NICHOLSON.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman  for  his  contribution.  I  am  cer¬ 
tain  that  these  things  ought  to  be 
changed.  We  are  supposed  to  be  living 
in  a  prosperous  country,  yet  here  we  are 
appropriating  a  billion  and  a  quarter 


which  the  towns  and  cities  will  have  to 
match. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  5  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  effect  of  this 
amendment  will  bring  the  Bureau’s  ap¬ 
propriation  back  to  what  they  had  to 
operate  with  in  the  fiscal  year  1951.  You 
will  notice  that  they  requested  $234  600 
more  in  fiscal  1952  than  they  had  in 
fiscal  1951.  This  committee  cut  that  re¬ 
quest  by  about  $98,000.  I  think  in  things 
like  this  we  have  got  to  bear  with  the 
operations  of  the  agency  to  some  extent. 
The  Ramspeck  promotions,  social-secu¬ 
rity  taxes,  and  so  forth,  will  amount  to 
$28  520.  Bringing  up  to  a  full-year  basis 
of  the  14  new  positions  allowed  them  in 
1951  will  be  another  $35,000.  There  is 
$63,500  right  there  of  the  $136  600  that 
we  allowed  them.  If  this  amendment 
prevails,  they  would  have  to  cut  below 
the  1951  level. 

Congress  amended  the  Social  Security 
Act  in  1950  which  meant  that  you  were 
putting  a  greater  work  load  on  this  par¬ 
ticular  agency  by  your  action  in  voting 
for  the  liberalization  of  social  security. 
As  a  consequence,  they  came  in  last  year 
with  a  deficiency  request,  and  as  I  recall, 
the  Senate  allowed  them  $250,000  to  hire 
additional  help  to  perform  the  duties 
that  this  Congress  said  they  should  per¬ 
form  in  connection  with  their  work  with 
the  various  States  in  carrying  out  this 
program.  The  House  did  not  go  along 
with  that  $250,000  increase  last  year,  but 
it  was  cut  down  to  $50,000,  and  only  pro¬ 
vided  them  14  additional  positions  to 
work  with  these  new  amendments. 

Here  are  some  of  the  things  they  are 
up  against.  The  Bureau  will  have  ap¬ 
proximately  one  and  one-half  positions 
to  perform  the  various  activities  for  each 
State  program  this  coming  year  as  they 
had  for  every  two  positions  last  year. 
In  the  past  year,  1950,  to  accomplish  the 
work  of  the  liberalized  amendments  to 
the  Social  Security  A.ct,  the  Bureau  staff 
was  required  to  u:ork  2,900  hours  of  re¬ 
corded  overtime  which  they  paid  for 
during  the  period  from  July  1  to  De¬ 
cember  9,  1950,  and  an  equivalent  num¬ 
ber  of  hours  of  unrecorded  overtime  per¬ 
formed  by  the  top  staff  who  received  no 
overtime  pay. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  committee,  ever 
since  I  have  been  on  it,  and  the  Senate 
has  also  done  the  same  thing,  has  com¬ 
plimented  the  administration  of  this 
program.  In  1950  Congress  took  action 
to  liberalize  the  Social  Security  Act, 
which  meant  that  they  were  putting  on 
the  shoulders  of  those  people  added  re¬ 
sponsibility  they  did  not  theretofore 
have. 

If  we  are  going  to  vote  year  after  year 
to  liberalize  existing  legislation,  and  to 
liberalize  the  benefits,  I  do  not  know  how 
you  are  going  to  expect  the  agency  to 
work  with  less  than  it  had  before.  That 
is  what  this  amendment  will  do. 
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Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEATING.  In  the  questions 
which  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
asked  in  committee,  and  I  compliment 
him  on  his  examination  of  the  witnesses, 
he  elicited  this  answer: 

We  are  estimating  4  percent  less  in  1952  on 
old-age  assistance  and  11  percent  less  on  aid 
to  dependent  children. 

It  seems  to  me  to  follow  from  that 
that  with  a  lower  workload  they  should 
at  least  not  have  a  greater  appropriation. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  was  not  talking 
about  administrative  expenses,  as  I  re¬ 
member,  in  that  question.  I  was  talk¬ 
ing  about  the  grants-to- States  program 
under  that  $1,300,000,000.  We  were 
trying  to  get  down  to  that.  We  knew 
at  the  time  of  the  administrative  set-up, 
we  know  of  the  requests  they  made  a 
year  ago  because  we  had  liberalized 
social-security  benefits  and  that  they 
needed  additional  personnel.  They 
could  not  get  what  they  asked  for  and 
as  a  result  their  backlog  was  built  up  and 
up,  and  even  though  their  request  shows 
only  an  increase  of  13  percent,  the  work¬ 
load  that  has  been  put  on  them  by  Con¬ 
gress  has  increased  by  30  percent.  That 
fact  is  shown  in  the  hearings. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Keating!. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Keating) 
there  were — ayes  74,  noes  62. 

Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
mand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered;  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Fogarty 
and  Mr.  Keating. 

The  Committee  again  divided;  and 
the  tellers  reported  that  there  were — 
ayes  95,  noes  78. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

OFFICE  OF  THE  ADMINISTRATOR 

Salaries,  Office  of  the  Administrator:  Sal¬ 
aries,  Office  of  the  Administrator,  $2,279,000, 
together  with  not  to  exceed  $403,000  to  be 
transferred  from  the  Federal  old-age  and  sur¬ 
vivors  insurance  trust  fund:  Provided,  That 
the  Administrator  may  advance  to  this  ap¬ 
propriation  from  appropriations  of  consti¬ 
tuent  organizations  of  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to 
finance  the  regional  office  activities  of  such 
constituent  organizations. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Williams  cf 
Mississippi:  Page  31,  line  6,  after  “Admin¬ 
istrator”,  strike  out  “$2,279,000”  and  insert 
“$2,050,000.” 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
Chairman,  this  is  a  very  simple  amend¬ 
ment.  It  cuts  $229,000  from  the  funds 
appropriated  to  the  Office  of  the  Admin¬ 
istrator,  Mr.  Ewing.  This  cut  I  believe 
to  be  justified  in  view  of  the  findings  of 
the  subcommittee  which  I  had  the  privi¬ 
lege  to  head  last  year,  whose  duty  it  was 
to  make  a  study  of  the  utilization  of  per¬ 
sonnel  in  the  executive  agencies. 


There  are  very  many  reasons  why  this 
amount  should  be  cut.  Perhaps  it  should 
be  cut  more  than  my  figure  would  cut  it. 
In  the  Office  of  the  Administrator  we 
found  the  ratio  of  personnel  employees 
to  total  employment  to  be  1  personnel 
employee  to  20  employees  in  the  Agency. 
In  other  words,  it  took  1  man  to  handle 
the  personnel  problems  of  20  people  in 
the  Agency.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
in  private  business  the  ratio  of  personnel 
employees  to  over-all  employment  runs 
far  above  1  to  150.  There  is  no  reason 
why  Government  personnel  offices  should 
not  at  least  approach  that  ratio. 

I  may  say  also  that  we  uncovered  a 
report  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency, 
embodied  in  the  appendix  of  our  report, 
which  was  startling.  It  shows  that  Mr. 
Ewing  and  Mr.  Altmeyer  spent  thousands 
of  Government  dollars  in  visiting  Eng¬ 
land  and  other  countries  where  socialized 
medicine  is  practiced.  Mr.  Altmeyer 
even  went  to  New  Zealand.  They  came 
back  and  made  a  very  elaborate  report. 
If  you  will  read  that  report  you  will  find 
that  it  is  most  pointedly  in  favor  of  a 
program  of  socialized  medicine  here,  and 
is  nothing  more  or  less  than  Socialist 
propaganda. 

I  do  not  believe  there  is  any  doubt 
but  that  here  one  place  where  we  can 
save  for  the  taxpayers.  I  may  say  fur¬ 
ther  it  is  my  understanding  that  out  of 
the  appropriations  to  the  Office  of  the 
Administrator  are  taken  these  so-called 
slush  funds  with  which  these  $50-a-day 
consultants  are  hired. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Mississippi.  I 
yield. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  I  think  the 
gentleman’s  amendment  is  in  order,  and 
I  want  to  commend  him  on  the  splendid 
service  he  rendered  as  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  during  the  last  year  in¬ 
vestigating  the  expenditures  of  this 
agency.  In  view  of  the  report  that  was 
made  as  a  result  of  the  diligent  effort  of 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi,  the 
chairman  of  that  committee,  I  think  his 
amendment  is  in  order  and  should  be 
approved. 

In  my  judgment,  that  agency  last  year 
and  the  year  before  spent  a  great  deal 
more  funds  than  were  absolutely  neces¬ 
sary.  This  is  a  case  where  they  can  save 
a  part  of  the  funds  that  have  been  al¬ 
located  to  them  and  still  do  a  better  job 
I  think  the  gentleman  will  recall  the 
hearings  held  by  the  committee  disclose 
that  in  many  instances  they  could  have 
done  much  better  work  if  they  had  not 
had  quite  so  many  employees  in  their 
service. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Mississippi.  I 
than  the  gentleman  from  Kansas, 
whose  efforts  contributed  so  materially 
to  the  success  of  our  committee  last 
year.  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  need 
to  discuss  this  amendment  further.  The 
mere  fact  that  it  takes  funds  out  of  the 
office  of  Mr  Ewing,  I  think,  makes  it  in 
order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  has  expired. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 


this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  5  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  this  is  again 
an  instance  where  another  committee 
has  been  investigating  some  of  the  vari¬ 
ous  agencies  and  has  not  brought  it  to 
the  specific  attention  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Mississippi.  I 
might  say  to  the  gentleman  that  copies 
of  all  of  our  reports  were  sent  to  each 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  individually  at  the  beginning  of 
the  Eighty-second  Congress  and  also 
were  provided  to  employees  of  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  only  thing  I  can 
say  about. that  is  that  many  Members  of 
Congress  probably  do  not  read  all  re¬ 
ports  that  are  sent  to  them  and  perhaps 
they  went  into  the  wastepaper  basket 
like  some  other  things  do.  I  think  such 
matters  should  be  brought  to  their 
attention  specifically  and  should  be 
brought  especially  to  the  attention  of 
the  subcommittee  handling  the  appro¬ 
priations  involved,  and  we  would  look 
into  these  things. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  it  is  a  very 
popular  thing  to  call  Oscar  Ewing  all 
the  names  under  the  sun  and  it  is 
nothing  new  for  this  so-called  Williams 
committee  to  be  accusing  Oscar  Ewing 
of  promoting  socialized  medicine,  but 
before  the  Williams  committee  was  ever 
formed,  the  subcommittee  on  appropria¬ 
tions  that  had  been  appropriating  funds 
since  Oscar  Ewing  has  been  Federal 
Security  Administrator  has  been  doing 
its  job  in  the  proper  way  and  there  is 
not  a  committee  in  this  House  that  has 
been  as  tough  on  Oscar  Ewing’s  appro¬ 
priation  as  this  subcommittee  has  been. 

Every  year  they  have  cut  his  appro¬ 
priation  rather  severely  and  it  was  at 
the  suggestion  of  this  very  same  com¬ 
mittee  4  years  ago  when  George  Schwabe 
was  on  the  committee,  when  the  Repub¬ 
licans  had  control,  and  when  Frank 
Keefe  was  the  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  that  they  reorganized  the  top  level 
of  the  Federal  Security  Agency.  I  said 
on  the  floor,  at  that  time,  that  I  did  not 
think  it  was  a  good  thing  to  do.  A  year 
later,  I  had  to  admit  in  all  sincerity 
and  honesty  that  it  was  a  good  thing  the 
way  it  worked  out.  They  saved  money. 
They  saved  a  great  deal  of  money  and 
eliminated  many  positions.  This  year 
we  cut  them  again.  We  cut  them  $150,- 
000  under  the  estimate,  which  is  also  a 
cut  below  what  they  had  for  1951.  It  is 
not  only  a  cut  below  the  estimate,  but  a 
cut  below  what  he  had  in  1951.  If  you 
go  back  to  1951  you  will  see  his  agency 
was  also  hit  hard  last  year  in  our  report 
and  in  our  appropriation  bill. 

What  are  we  doing  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  like  this?  You  have  field  offices 
all  over  the  country.  Is  there  any 
breakdown  of  this  pending  $229,000  de- 
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crease?  Not  a  bit.  That  is  the  type  of 
legislation  you  are  getting  here.  When 
Members  offer  amendments  they  do  not 
know  just  what  part  of  the  service  will 
come  under  it.  Is  this  $229,000  to  be  a 
cut  only  on  the  field  offices?  If  you 
vote  for  this  amendment,  he  can  apply 
it  there.  He  can  make  a  cut  against 
every  field  office  throughout  the  country 
and  not  touch  his  own.  But  we  in  the 
committee,  if  you  will  read  the  commit¬ 
tee  report,  provided  that  none  of  the 
committee  cut  shall  be  applied  to  any 
regional  office.  We  want  those  regional 
offices  kept  intact,  and  we  applied  the 
cut  against  his  own  specific  offices  here 
in  Washington.  That  is  the  reasonable 
way  to  do  it,  if  you  want  to  make  cuts 
in  Federal  expenditures.  You  should 
find  out  where  the  cuts  should  be  made 
and  demand  that  they  be  made  in  those 
particular  places. 

We  say  in  our  report: 

Activities  embraced  include  general  exec¬ 
utive  direction,  program  coordination,  field 
services,  including  management  and  house¬ 
keeping  costs  in  agency  regional  offices — 

Which  takes  in  every  regional  office  in 
the  country,  and — 

publications  and  reports,  and  administrative 
services  at  the  agency  level. 

But  we  spelled  out  in  our  report  exact¬ 
ly  where  we  wanted  the  cut  made. 

He  wanted  two  additional  positions 
for  program  coordination  and  develop¬ 
ment.  He  wanted  them  a  year  ago,  but 
we  did  not  give  them  to  him.  He  wanted 
them  this  year  and  we  refused  to  give 
them  to  him. 

We  say  further  in  this  report: 

For  the  past  2  years  the  committee  has 
denied  increases  for  this  on  the  basis  that 
It  saw  no  justification  for  enlarging  the 
staff,  and  there  is  essentially  nothing  new  in 
the  picture  at  this  point.  The  cut  is  also 
directed  at  the  items  for  general  administra¬ 
tion  and  direction,  publications  and  reports, 
the  merit  system  staff,  and  administrative 
services. 

That  comes  under  his  immediate  of¬ 
fices. 

These  groups  can  stand  a  cut  without  im¬ 
pairing  essential  staff  and  services  at  these 
levels,  provided  the  most  effective  use  is 
made  of  the  staff  and  all  nonessentials  are 
dispensed  with. 

Now,  this  committee,  on  its  own  ini¬ 
tiative,  under  Republican  administra¬ 
tion  in  the  Eightieth  Congress,  took  the 
initial  step  to  reorganize  this  agency. 
They  saved  the  taxpayers  considerable 
sums,  and  they  did  it  in  a  scientific  way. 
They  knew  what  they  were  doing.  I  dis¬ 
agreed  with  them  at  that  time,  but  I 
had  to  subsequently  admit  they  were 
right.  We  have  given  this  thing  thor¬ 
ough  consideration. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Mississippi.  On 
page  19  of  the  committee’s  report  you 
very  emphatically  state  that  the  Federal 
Security  Agency  is  not  a  defense  agency. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Mississippi.  Is 
there  any  reason  why  Mr.  Ewing  cannot 
tighten  his  belt  along  with  the  rest  of 
the  American  public? 


Mr.  FOGARTY.  When  we  cut  him  a 
year  ago — if  you  will  go  back  and  see 
what  we  cut  him  in  1951 — you  will  notice 
that  in  the  past  3  or  4  years  he  has  been 
cut  every  year.  Our  bill  for  1952  cuts 
him  below  what  he  had  in  1951.  If  you 
will  go  over  every  other  agency  and  do 
what  we  have  done  in  this  one,  you  will 
get  real  economy  and  get  it  in  an  intelli¬ 
gent  way,  but  not  the  way  you  propose  to 
do  it  in  this  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Fogarty]  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  [Mr.  Williams].  ’ 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Williams  of  Mis¬ 
sissippi)  there  were — ayes  101,  noes  63. ' 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Division  of  Service 
Operations:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
Office  of  the  Administrator,  including  sal¬ 
aries  for  the  Division  of  Service  Operations; 
and  purchase  of  one  passenger  motor  vehicle 
for  replacement  only;  $711,500,  together  with 
not  to  exceed  $123,500  to  be  transferred  from 
the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  insurance 
trust  fund:  Provided,  That  the  Administra¬ 
tor  may  advance  to  this  appropriation  from 
appropriations  of  constituent  organizations 
of,  the  Federal  Security  Agency  such  sums 
as  may  be  necessary  to  cover  the  charges  for 
services,  supplies,  equipment,  and  materials 
furnished. 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  while  we  are  consider¬ 
ing  appropriations  for  these  various 
agencies  I  should  like  to  say  that  on  the 
news  ticker  in  the  speakers  lobby  ia 
shown  the  statement  of  the  Treasury  of 
the  United  States  at  this  period.  In  it 
there  is  an  item  which  interests  me 
greatly,  and  I  cannot  find  any  explana¬ 
tion  for  it;  perhaps  the  appropriate 
committee  of  the  House  can.  It  shows 
that  on  the  17th  day  of  April  1950,  the 
gold  supply  of  the  United  States,  I  sup¬ 
pose  that  means  in  Fort  Knox  and  the 
Federal  Reserve  bank,  was  $24,246,684,- 
051.28;  and  this  year  on  the  16th  of 
April,  a  year  later,  it  is  $21,806,609,160.71. 
That  shows  a  drop  in  the  gold  stocks  of 
the  United  States  of  $2,440,074,890.57  in 
1  year. 

I  would  like  to  know  where  that  gold 
has  gone  and  why.  You  and  I  all  know 
that  the  world  price  of  gold  in  terms  of 
our  paper  dollars  or  credits  is  far  higher 
than  the  official  valuation  we  place  on  it 
here  in  the  United  States;  I  think  a  fair 
average  is  on  the  .order  of  $57  an  ounce 
throughout  the  rest  of  the  world,  while 
our  price  is  $35  an  ounce.  If  you  took 
$2,440,000,000  worth  of  gold  which  is 
about  2,400  tons  of  gold,  and  sold  it  in 
foreign  markets  for  what  you  could  get 
for  it  you  would  make  about  a  60  percent 
profit  on  it,  and  that  profit  I  figure  would 
be  about  $1,450,000,000.  Now,  while  we 
are  talking  about  cutting  apQj’opriations 
by  $110,000  or  something  of  that  sort  in 
order  to  save  some  of  the  taxpayers’ 
money,  perhaps  we  ought  to  find  out 
what  has  happened  to  this  two-billion- 
odd  dollars  worth  of  gold  that  was  in 
Fort  Knox  last  year  and  is  not  there  now. 


I  suggest  that  the  appropriate  com¬ 
mittees  of  this  House  make  inquiry — 
perhaps  it  is  all  right,  but  it  is  not  in 
the  United  States  Government  Treasury 
and  I  know  it  is  in  none  of  your  pockets, 
because  it  is  against  the  law  for  you  to 
have  it.  The  only  place  I  can  think  of 
that  it  might  have  gone  is  abroad;  and 
you  do  not  ship  2,000  tons  of  gold  abroad 
without  somebody  finding  out  about  it. 
That  is  a  lot  of  gold;  that  is  one-tenth 
of  our  entire  stock;  that  is  one-fourth  of 
a  10,000-ton  shipload.  Somebody  ought 
to  know  where  it  is.  Has  it  been  trans¬ 
ferred  to  foreign  governments?  And,  if 
so,  to  what  governments?  If  it  has  been 
paid  out  to  private  foreign  companies  for 
the  purpose  of  purchasing  strategic  ma¬ 
terials,  at  what  price  was  it  used  to 
pay  for  the  strategic  materials?  If  that 
price  was  $35  an  ounce,  then,  of  course, 
they  have  a  60-percent  profit  on  our  gold 
in  the  foreign  market  and  that  is  a 
sweet  profit. 

It  seems  to  me  that  as  this  gold  is 
supposed  to  be  backing  up  some  of  this 
“lettuce,”  as  they  call  it,  that  floats 
around  the  United  States,  the  green 
paper  money  that  you  carry  around  in 
your  pocket,  I  would  like  to  know  where 
10  percent  of  the  gold  backing  of  the 
United  States  paper  dollar  has  gone.  If 
memory  serves  me  correctly,  just  prior 
to  the  war  we  had  something  like  $27,- 
000,000,000  worth  of  gold  at  Fort  Knox, 
$26,000,000,000,  some  odd  hundreds  of 
millions,  I  cannot  recall  the  exact 
amount;  but  now  it  is  down  to  twenty- 
one  billions.  How  much  farther  will  it 
go?  How  far  can  it  go?  Will  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Banking  and  Currency  tell  us, 
for  example,  without  causing  us  concern 
in  reference  to  backing  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  notes? 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MASON.  The  thought  has  not 
just  occurred  to  me,  but  a  lot  of  this 
$2,500,000,000  of  gold  has  gone  abroad 
because  foreign  nations  are  now  be¬ 
ginning  to  demand  gold  in  payment 
for  their  bills  of  exchange,  and  so  forth. 
We  can  expect  that  flow  of  gold  to  con¬ 
tinue  out. 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  What  right  have 
they  got  to  it  when  Americans  cannot 
have  it?  That  is  what  I  would  like  to 
know.  I  suggest  that  the  appropriate 
committees  of  the  Congress  find  out 
what  is  going  on.  If  it  is  all  right,  that 
is  satisfactory  with  me,  I,  then,  have  no 
criticism  to  make  here,  but  I  would  like 
to  know  where  it  is  going  and  why. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Surplus  property  disposal:  For  expenses 
necessary  for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
subsections  203  (j)  and  (k)  of  the  Federal 
Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended,  relating  to  disposal  of  real 
and  personal  excess  property  for  educational 
purposes  and  protection  of  public  health, 
$300,000. 

Mr.  NORRELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Norrell:  On 
page  32,  line  10,  strike  out  “$300,000.”  and 
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Insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  ‘‘$50,000: 
Provided,  That  $40,000  of  such  amount  shall 
be  available  to  the  Commissioner  of  Educa¬ 
tion  to  carry  out  the  above-specified  provi¬ 
sions  of  law  with  respect  to  disposal  of  excess 
property  for  educational  purposes  and  $10,000 
of  such  amount  shall  be  available  to  the  Sur¬ 
geon  General  to  carry  out  the  above-speci¬ 
fied  provisions  of  law  with  respect  to  disposal 
of  excess  property  for  protection  of  public 
health.” 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  a  point  of  order  against  tfie 
amendment  that  it  is  legislation  on  an 
appropriation  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arkansas  desire  to  be  heard 
on  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  NORRELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  may 
say  I  think  the  point  of  order  is  well 
taken. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
concedes  the  point  of  order.  The  point 
of  order  is  sustained. 

Mr.  NORRELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
a  further  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Norrell:  On 
page  32,  line  10,  strike  out  “$300,000”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$100,000.” 

Mr.  NORRELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
amendment,  if  adopted,  will  reduce  the 
amount  of  our  appropriation  for  the  next 
fiscal  year  from  $300,000  to  $100,000. 
This  is  an  activity  that  was  created 
shortly  after  World  War  II  for  disposal 
of  the  surplus  property  of  the  armed 
services.  I  think  a  reasonably  good  job 
has  been  done.  I  am  not  here  to  criti¬ 
cize,  but  the  job  has  been  done.  The 
work  is  over.  They  have  a  skeleton 
force  that  needs  employment.  I  am  net 
even  trying  to  get  these  men  discharged. 
But  they  are  doing  but  little,  if  anything, 
where  they  are  presently' employed  and 
if  my  amendment  is  adopted  all  they 
will  have  to  do  is  to  get  transferred  to 
some  other  branch  of  the  Government 
having  important  work  to  be  done,  pos¬ 
sibly  at  an  increase  in  salary,  and  go 
their  way.  Nobody  will  suffer.  They 
can  then  make  a  useful  contribution, 
possibly  in  the  war  effort.  We  are  all 
trying  to  save  money.  This  is  a  great 
subcommittee,  and  I  trust  that  the 
Chairman  will  not  oppose  reducing  this 
amount  from  $300,000  to  $100,000.  The 
work  has  been  done.  Last  year  the 
budget  estimate  was  $333,300.  This 
great  subcommittee  allowed  every  nickel 
they  asked.  This  year  they  made  some 
progress.  The  Bureau,  instead  of  ask¬ 
ing  for  exactly  what  they  had  last  year 
or  during  the  current  year,  made  a  re¬ 
quest  for  $333,000.  They  saved  $33,000 
somewhere,  and  I  commend  them  for 
that.  This  committee  has  allowed  them 
$300,000  for  the  next  fiscal  year.  The 
war  has  been  over  a  long  time.  Many 
of  us  believe  we  are  right  on  the  brink 
-of  world  war  in.  Is  it  not  about  time 
that  we  got  rid  of  the  organization  that 
was  set  up  to  dispose  of  the  surplus 
property  from  World  War  II?  This 
amendment  ought  to  be  adopted  and 
really  and  truly  the  entire  amount  ought 
to  be  dispensed  with.  However,  we  can 
permit  this  agency  to  continue  until 
July  1,  1951,  on  this  present  appropri¬ 
ation  and  then  allow  them  $100,000 
under  my  amendment,  and  then  permit 


the  agency  to  be  discontinued  on  and 
after  July  1,  1952. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  5  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
tMr.  Fogarty]. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  dis¬ 
like  to  disagree  with  my  friend,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Arkansas  [Mi-.  Norrell], 
but  I  do  not  believe  his  figures  are  cor¬ 
rect.  It  is  true  that  this  surplus  prop¬ 
erty  disposal  unit  was  set  up  to  dispose’ 
of  surplus  property  including  that  from 
the  last  war.  He  said  we  did  not  cut 
them  any  a  year  ago.  We  cut  them  from 
$358,000  to  $333  000  a  year  ago.  This 
year  we  cut  them  10  percent,  which  is 
not  a  very  big  reduction  in  a  small  unit 
like  this,  and  we  allow  $300,000  to  run 
this  unit  for  the  next  fiscal  year.  In 
this  fiscal  year  they  expect  to  collect 
over  $350,000  in  income  from  this  opera¬ 
tion,  which  is  turned  into  the  Treasury. 
In  other  words  they  will  show  a  profit  for 
the  Federal  Treasury  of  $50,000  or  more 
because  their  appropriation  is  less  than 
the  income.  If  you  eliminate  this  pro¬ 
gram  today  you  are  going  to  hit  every 
institution  in  every  State  of  the  Union 
that  gets  the  advantage  of  the  surplus. 
They  have  all  obtained  some  surplus 
property  from  these  defense  and  other 
Federal  sources,  both  personal  and  real 
estate,  and  this  organization  has  done  it. 
They  have  also  given  assistance  to 
health  units  throughout  the  country.  In 
the  past  5  years  about  $1,200,000,000  has 
been  transferred  to  educational  and 
public  health  institutions.  Property 
which  cost  the  Government  approxi¬ 
mately  $65,000,000  has  been  recaptured 
in  the  past  7  or  8  months  by  this  particu¬ 
lar  organization,  and  if  it  had  not  been 
for  this  organization,  may  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas,  it  would  have 
cost  the  Federal  Government  huge  sums 
to  build  or  acquire  the  facilities  that 
they  have  recaptured  through  the  re¬ 
capture  clause  that  they  have  in  every 
transfer  contract  that  they  let  in  every 
community  throughout  the  country. 
This  is  operating  under  the  emergency 
program  we  are  in  at  the  present  time. 
The  committee  recommended  a  10  per¬ 
cent  cut.  In  view  of  the  facts  before  us, 
if  you  are  going  to  cut  this  you  are  per¬ 
haps  going  to  hit  every  county  in  Ar¬ 
kansas.  There  is  probably  not  a  county 
in  Arkansas  that  has  not  benefited  by 
this  particular  program.  I  think  Ar¬ 
kansas  alone  has  received  at  least  $29,- 
444,000  worth  of  surplus  property  at  no 
cost  to  them  at  all,  and  all  the  educa¬ 
tional  institutions  in  the  country  have 
received  help  from  this  particular  pro¬ 
gram,  and  they  are  still  receiving  help. 
There  was  some  freeze  put  on  this  ma¬ 
terial  last  fall  or  last  summer,  but  it 
now  again  is  flowing  into  the  local  edu¬ 
cational  institutions  and  public  health 
centers  all  over  the  country  at  no  cost 
to  them.  If  it  had  been  put  on  the  mar¬ 
ket  like  these  things  that  the  Bonner 


Committee  is  turning  up,  it  would  have 
caused  a  furor  such  as  you  probably 
never  before  heard.  But,  this  has  been 
one  of  the  best  run  programs.  It  has 
been  beneficial  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment;  it  has  been  beneficial  to  every 
community  in  this  country  that  has 
taken  advantage  of  it. 

Mr.  NORRELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  NORRELL.  I  said  the  Bureau 
had  done  a  good  job,  but  I  also  said  I 
thought  the  work  had  been  done.  I  read 
the  gentleman’s  report  and  I  read  the 
questions  asked  by  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  as  well  as  .those  asked  by 
the  gentleman  from  West  Virginia.  The 
report  shows  that  the  job  has  been  done. 
If  my  amendment  is  adopted,  they  will 
have  this  year’s  money  to  operate  on 
until  July  1.  My  amendment  would 
not  abolish  them  but  would  simply  take 
two-thirds  of  the  money  away  from 
them  and  look  forward,  raa:  be,  to  wind¬ 
ing  up  the  business  another  year. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  think  if  we  want  to 
lay  the  cards  on  the  table  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment  should  be  to  wipe  out 
the  entire  agency  as  of  July  1,  because 
there  is  no  need  of  giving  them  one- 
third  of  what  they  need  to  operate  with. 
They  cannot  operate  efficiently,  and  it 
will  be  a  cost  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  a  cost  to  every  taxpayer  if  you 
go  through  with  this  type  of  proposition. 
They  just  cannot  operate  efficiently  on 
$160,000. 

Let  us  lay  the  cards  on  the  table.  If 
you  do  not  want  this  agency  to  exist 
any  longer,  if  you  do  not  think  there  is 
need  for  it,  if  you  do  not  think  the  edu¬ 
cational  people  in  every  State  of  the 
Union  are  for  it,  you  have  another  think 
coming.  Let  us  lay  the  cards  on  the 
table.  Let  us  either  take  it  all  out  or  give 
them  enough  to  operate  on  efficiently. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Norrell]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Gathings) 
there  were — ayes  104,  noes  74. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOYLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  DOYLE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  DOYLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  yes¬ 
terday  when  I  spoke  briefly  with,  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  matter  of  vocational  educa¬ 
tion  and  distributive  occupations  I  did 
not  have  before  me  a  very  valuable  re¬ 
port  from  the  department  of  education 
of  my  native  State  of  California,  dated 
June  30,  1950.  That  booklet  has  been 
placed  in  my  hands  in  the  last  hour,  and 
I  feel  the  House  ought  to  have  some  of 
the  important  figures  therein  contained. 
I  am  sure  the  Congressional  Record 
should  contain  them.  I  realize  we  have 
now  passed  that  place  in  the  bill  where 
an  amendment  is  possible,  but  I  am  sure 
you  would  want  this  valuable  informa¬ 
tion,  and  that  it  will,  help  correct  mis¬ 
apprehensions  present.  I  am  also  sure 
that  if  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  had 
had  this  information  earlier  in  the  day 
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it  might  well  have  favorably  consideied 
an  amendment  reincorporating  this  sub¬ 
ject  of  distributive  education  with  mod¬ 
ifications  as  to  some  items  which  might 
be  stricken.  This  report  which  I  have  is 
signed  by  Roy  Simpson,  superintendent 
of  public  construction  of  the  State  of 
California.  It  shows  that  in  the  State  of 
California,  and  I  take  it  in  most  States, 
this  program  which  is  being  now  elim¬ 
inated  under  the  terms  of  this  bill  as  it 
now  stands  was  instituted  in  1937  in  31 
communities  in  California,  and  then  had 
5  306  part-time  classes,  and,  from  1937 
until  this  date,  1950,  the  number  of  com¬ 
munities  participating  in  this  grant  pro¬ 
gram,  in  which  the  States  bear  half  and 
the  Federal  Government  half,  has  in- 
increased  to  129  cities.  The  number  of 
students  in  this  program,  just  in  one 
State  alone,  in  California,  is  over  60,C00, 
as  of  June  1950. 

The  State  of  California  Legislature  the 
other  day  passed  a  resolution  against 
deleting  this  amount  in  this  bill,  I  am 
just  informed. 

Another  important  item  of  informa¬ 
tion  which  we  should  have  in  this  Com¬ 
mittee  is  this:  That  in  1937,  when  the 
program  was  first  instituted  in  Califor¬ 
nia,  there  were  only  93  classes.  Last 
June,  in  the  State  of  California  alone, 
there  were  1,123  classes,  and  there  were 
part-time  instructors  numbering  489. 

On  yesterday  I  called  your  attention 
to  the  fact  that  two  important  telegrams 
were  received  by  me.  I  wish  to  reempha¬ 
size  those  telegrams  and  call  your  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  one  sent  to  me  by  Mr.  Hol¬ 
lingsworth,  head  of  the  vocational  de¬ 
partment  of  our  Long  Beach  city  schools, 
which  contains  this  language : 

San  Luis  Obispo,  Calif.,  April  16,  1951. 
Congressman  Clyde  Doyle, 

House  of  Representatives: 

Just  learned  that  $10,000,000  was  restored 
'  to  the  budget  bill  for  vocational  education, 
but  $1,500,000  was  deducted  for  the  purpose 
of  abolishing  distributive  education  pro¬ 
gram.  Understand  appropriation  bill  will  be 
heard  on  the  floor  of  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives  Tuesday,  April  17.  By  abolishing  this 
valuable  program  at  this  time  it  will  deprive 
129  school  departments  and  60,000  students 
of  the  training  and  distributive  education. 
Hope  you  can  do  something  on  behalf  this 
fine  program. 

Julian  A.  McPhee, 

President,  California  State  Polytechnic 
College. 


Long  Beach,  Calif.,  April  16,  1951. 
Hon.  Clyde  Doyle, 

Member  of  Congress,  House  Office  Build¬ 
ing,  Washington: 

Knowing  your  interest  in  education  fol¬ 
lowing  is  sent  as  a  guide.  Labor-Federal 
Security  appropriation  bill  to  be  voted  upon 
Tuesday  April  17.  Bill  omits  inclusion  of 
distributive  education.  Douglas  Newcomb, 
school'superintendent,  Long  Beach  Sales  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Club  and  Retailers  Associated  urge 
reinstatement  of  distributive  education  as 
training  field  continued  through  past  world 
war  merchants  prices  fixed.  Losing  ex¬ 
perienced  salesmen  to  war  plants.  Decreased 
efficiency  increases  cost  prices  and  damages 
public  morale.  Trained  replacements  need¬ 
ed.  Federal  money  matched  by  State. 

J.  E.  Hollingsworth. 

The  minute  I  saw  that  telegram,  with 
the  Long  Beach  Sales  Executive  Club 
and  Retailers  Associated  of  the  city  of 


Long  Beach  referred  to,  I  realized  that 
they  speak  for  heavy  taxpayers  in  my 
city  and  State.  I  also  knew  full  well, 
because  I  know  many  of  those  executives, 
that  when  that  telegram  came  to  me 
from  those  groups,  that  they  would  not 
ask  me  to  support  any  program  which 
was  not  recognized  by  them,  being  heavy 
taxpayers,  as  a  very,  very  valuable  pro¬ 
gram.  The  telegram  included  approval 
from  heavy  tax-paying  groups. 

I  have  here  a  letter  from  the  depart¬ 
ment  of  education,  commission  for  vo¬ 
cational  education  of  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia.  I  had  the  pleasure  of  serving 
on  the  State  board  of  education  of  the 
State  of  California  for  a  couple  of  years 
and  at  that  time,  in  some  small  way  at 
le*ast,  the  value  of  this  distributive  edu¬ 
cation  in  my  State  came  to  my  personal 
attention  and  just  now  Mr.  Smith,  the 
State  director  of  vocational  education, 
has  communicated  to  me,  and  he  says  in 
his  letter,  just  arrived: 

State  of  California, 
Department  of  Education, 
Commission  for  Vocational  Education, 

Sacramento,  April  16,  1951. 
The  Honorable  Clyde  Doyle, 

The  House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Doyle:  We  have  just  learned 
that  the  House  Appropriations  Committee 
has  recommended  $18,223,261  for  the  George- 
Barden  vocational  education  fund.  This 
amount  reflects  a  100-percent  elimination 
of  financial  assistance  for  distributive  edu¬ 
cation.  The  amounts  for  trade  and  indus¬ 
trial,  agricultural,  and  homemaking  aspects 
of  the  total  vocational  education  program 
have  been  restored. 

This  letter  has  as  its  purpose  to  protest 
this  highly  discriminatory  action.  To  single 
out  distributive  education  for  complete 
elimination  just  doesn’t  make  sense,  espe¬ 
cially  in  these  days  when  the  total  man¬ 
power,  not  merely  the  production  phases 
only,  must  be  at  the  highest  possible  point 
of  efficiency. 

In  California  we  are  serving  129  commu¬ 
nities  this  year  in  a  program  which  has 
been  a  vital  and  integral  part  of  our  public- 
school  system  for  almost  15  years. 

While  we  all  recognize  the  utmost  impor¬ 
tance  of  eliminating  excessive  Federal  ex¬ 
penditures,  elimination  of  the  $1,500,000  in¬ 
volved  in  this  national  program  seems  to  be 
completely  false  economy.  This  is  especially 
true  when  the  result  would  be  to  deprive  one 
segment  of  our  working  population  of  its 
right  to  learn,  to  enter,  and  to  advance  in 
an  occupation. 

The  legislature  of  this  State  has  adopted 
a  resolution  protesting  such  action.  The 
public  schools  and  the  entire  distributive 
phase  of  our  economy  appeal  to  you  and 
your  California  colleagues  to  prevent  such 
action. 

We  wish  there  was  more  time  in  order  to 
make  you  completely  aware  of  the  emer¬ 
gency  nature  of  this  matter.  The  report 
was  made  public  by  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Friday,  April  13,  and  we  under¬ 
stand  the  House  of  Representatives  may  take 
action  on  the  matter  on  Tuesday,  April  17. 

We  will  appreciate  any  assistance  you  may 
see  fit  to  render  in  securing  restoration  of 
the  funds  for  distributive  education. 

Wesley  P.  Smith, 

State  Director  of  Vocational  Education. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  quote  from 
the  1950  report  of  the  State  of  California 
Board  for  vocational  education  a  few 
statements  and  figures. 

It  may  be  that  some  of  the  items 
which  the  distinguished  subcommittee 


recommended  should  be  eliminated  dur¬ 
ing  these  days  when  we  must  only  pay  for 
the  most  essential.  But  gentlemen,  that 
is  no  justification  for  so  suddenly  slaugh¬ 
tering  all  the  program. 

From  the  said  report,  I  read: 

Preface 

The  past  year  in  distributive  education  in 
California  included  among  its  many  achieve¬ 
ments  substantial  increases  in  enrollments, 
communities  served,  classes  offered,  and  the 
number  of  business  specialists  who  served 
as  instructors.  The  report  of  the  year  is 
presented  in  this  bulletin  of  the  Bureau  of 
Business  Education.  It  provides  a  splendid 
example  of  what  can  be  accomplished  when 
educational  agencies,  business,  labor,  and 
civic  groups  work  together. 

In  the  coming  year,  attention  will  need  to 
be  centered  on  the  ways  in  which  distribu¬ 
tive  education  can  assist  in  the  war  economy. 
The  lessons  learned  a  few  years  ago  in  a 
simijar  situation  will  be  of  value.  Distribu¬ 
tive  educators  will  find  many  opportunities 
for  gearing  their  programs  to  the  changing 
conditions  and  needs  of  business  in  the  days 
that  lie  ahead. 

Roy  E.  Simpson, 

Superintendent  of  Public  Instruc¬ 
tion  and  Executive  Officer,  State 
Board  for  Vocational  Education. 

THE  MANPOWER  SITUATION 

The  present  appears  to  be  a  period  of  ad¬ 
justment — and  it  is  a  little  too  early  to  fore¬ 
see  the  extent  of  the  shift  to  military  activ¬ 
ities,  particularly  as  it  creates  shortages  of 
workers  in  business  occupations.  Judging 
from  the  previous  war  situation,  employees 
of  distributive  organizations  will  be  drawn 
Into  war  employment.  In  many  instances 
their  jobs  may  be  covered  by  the  remaining 
force.  In  other  cases,  new  personnel  will  be 
required. 

A  major  factor  in  this  problem  and  one  not 
possible  to  forecast  accurately  is  whether 
large-scale  war  is  imminent.  It  may  be  that 
ve  are  faced  with  a  prolonged  period  of  ten¬ 
sion  without  large-scale  war. 

RETAILERS  COOPERATE 

An  important  development  of  recent  days 
is  the  organization  of  the  retailers  of  the 
United  States  as  a  first  line  of  defense 
against  the  inflationary  pressures  inherent 
in  the  national  rearmament  program.  Rep¬ 
resentatives  of  every  branch  of  the  retail 
industry  at  a  recent  meeting  in  Washing¬ 
ton,  D,  C.,  formed  a  special  retail  industry 
committee  to  cooperate  with  the  Federal 
Government  in  planning  for  future  regula¬ 
tions  and  possible  controls. 

The  objectives  of  .the  committee  include 
the  following-:  “American  retilers  are  united 
in  their  awareness  of  the  inflation  hazard  of 
the  present  emergency.  We  have  pledged 
our  opposition  to  any  force  which  might 
accelerate  the  upward  price  spiral.  It  is  a 
further  objective  of  the  retail  industry  com¬ 
mittee  to  establish  a  liaison  relationship  with 
Government  so  that  the  retail  industry  may 
effectively  plan  a  constructive  part  in  na¬ 
tional  planning  for  whatever  emergency  may 
occur.” 

IMPLICATIONS  FOR  DISTRIBUTIVE  EDUCATION 

The  flexibility  and  resourcefulness  of  dis¬ 
tributive  education  are  certain  to  be  called 
upon  increasingly  as  the  change  from  peace¬ 
time  to  a  wartime  economy  develops.  There 
will  be  need  for  training  of  replacement 
workers  in  all  fields  of  distributive  activity; 
for  supervisory  training  courses;  for  insti¬ 
tutes  and  clinics  to  bring  information  and 
help  to  businessmen  in  business  operation 
during  controls  and  shortages,  if  these  even¬ 
tuate;  for  continuing  courses  that  are  essen¬ 
tial  to  every  program  including  food  handling 
and  sanitation,  salesmanship  and  customer 
relations,  human  relations  training,  and 
others;  to  list  only  a  few  responsibilities. 
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Cooperative  classes  will  be  an  increasingly 
important  means  of  helping  businessmen 
meet  the  needs  for  wartime  personnel. 


Table  I. — Communities  served  by  distribu¬ 
tive  education  in  California  and  enroll¬ 
ments  by  years  1937-50 


Enrollments 

Years 

Commu¬ 

nities 

Evening 
and  part 
time 

Coopera¬ 
tive  part 
time 

1937-38  . 

.  31 

5,306 
15, 651 

1938-39 . 

33 

93 

1939-40 . . 

61 

17, 350 

198 

1940-41 _ 

57 

22,  265 

268 

1941-42 . 

72 

-  25,  952 

389 

1942-43. . . 

123 

28,  403 

236 

1943-44 . 

60 

14,  903 

134 

1944-45. . . 

36 

12,  063 

124 

1945-46 . 

43 

21,  792 

214 

1946-47 . . 

54 

23.  248 

237 

1947-48 . 

65 

37,  578 

618 

1948-49 . . 

82 

38, 147 

875 

1949-50 . 

129 

59,  292 

1, 155 

Table  II. — Distributive  education  courses 
and  instructors  in  California  by  years, 
1937-50 


Years 

Classes 

Instructors 

1937-38 . 

93 

45 

1938-39 . . . 

400 

147 

1939-40 . . 

399 

160 

1940-41. . 

640 

208 

1941-42 . . . 

600 

256 

1942-43 . . . . . 

669 

107 

1943-44 . . . 

515 

107 

1944-45 . . . . 

439 

92 

1945-46 . . . 

565 

252 

1946-47 . . 

678 

244 

1947-48. . . 

770 

286 

1948-49. . . . 

813 

406 

1949-50 . . . 

1, 123 

489 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last 
word  and  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
speak  out  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Washington?  * 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  Nation  owes  a  debt  of 
gratitude  for  the  fine  work  accomplished 
by  the  Senate  Crime  Committee  headed 
by  our  colleague  in  the  Senate,  Senator 
Estes  Kefauver.  The  evidence  un¬ 
earthed  by  the  committee  reveals  the  ex¬ 
istence  of  organized  inter-state  crime 
conditions  in  excess  of  anything  we  had 
imagined.  There  is  certainly  ample  evi¬ 
dence  of  the  need  for  appropriate  Fed¬ 
eral  legislation  in  this  field,  and  the  need 
for  new  legislation  to  stop  the  organized 
activities  of  these  gangsters. 

In  my  opinion,  if  we  are  to  gain  the 
fruits  of  the  work  done  by  Senator  Ke¬ 
fauver  and  his  committee,  we  should  es¬ 
tablish  a  joint  House-Senate  watchdog 
committee.  The  watchdog  committee 
would  have  two  principal  functions: 
First,  to  keep  a  careful  check  on  the  var¬ 
ious  Federal  agencies  charged  with  the 
responsibility  of  enforcement  of  Federal 
laws.  Secondly,  the  watehdog  commit¬ 
tee  could  investigate  from  time  to  time 
serious  crime  activities  over  which  the 
Federal  Government  would  have  juris¬ 
diction. 

To  work  in  conjunction  with  the 
watchdog  committee  an  independent 
crime  commission  should  be  established, 
made  up  of  outstanding  citizens.  The 
crime  commission  could  work  with  var¬ 
ious  State  and  local  crime  committees 


in  order  to  maintain  a  continuing  sur¬ 
veillance  of  large  scale  criminal  activi¬ 
ties  in  the  various  States.  Under  my 
proposal,  the  crime  commission  could 
report  directly  to  the  watchdog  commit¬ 
tee  from  time  to  time. 

In  the  past,  much  of  the  great  good 
accomplished  by  special  investigative 
committees  of  both  the  House  and  Sen¬ 
ate  has  been  lost  by  the  failure  of  Con¬ 
gress  to  follow  through  on  the  original 
investigations.  The  establishment  of  a 
joint  House-Senate  watchdog  commit¬ 
tee  will  give  assurance  to  the  country 
that  the  Congress  will  not  repeat  the 
tragic  errors  made  in  the  past.  It  will 
be  notice  to  the  underworld  that  this  is 
not  just  another  investigation,  but  the 
beginning  of  a  real  and  sustained  effort 
by  the  Federal  Government  in  coopera¬ 
tion  with  the  States  to  eliminate  organ¬ 
ized  gangsterism  and  organized  crimi¬ 
nal  syndicates  in  the  United  States.  My 
early  experience  as  State  prosecutor 
taught  me  that  it  takes  more  than  half¬ 
way  measures  to  eliminate  crime. 

A  joint  committee  will  be  more  effec¬ 
tive  than  a  single  committee,  because  the 
House  of  Representatives  has  original 
jurisdiction  in  many  of  the  problems  re¬ 
lating  to  crime.  For  example,  all  ques¬ 
tions  dealing  with  tax  problems  must 
originate  in  the  House  of  Representatives 
under  the  Constitution.  This  is  like¬ 
wise  true  of  other  questions  that  arise  in 
connection  with  violation  of  Federal  law. 

It  is  my  intention  to  join  with  Sen- 
ator  Kefauver  in  supporting  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  joint  watchdog  committee. 
Having  followed  the  work  of  Chairman 
Kefauver’s  committee  and  the  recom¬ 
mendations  that  he  has  made,  I  know 
that  the  suggestions  I  have  made  are  in  - 
accordance  with  his  views. 

I  will  within  a  few  days  introduce  in 
the  House  a  concurrent  resolution  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  an  effective  Senate-House 
watchdog  committee. 

Mi-.  BOGGS  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  I  yield 
to  my  able  colleague  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  BOGGS  of  Louisiana.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  has  made  a  very  fine  statement. 

I  would  like  to  commend  him  on  it.  I 
hope  the  House  will  follow  through  on 
his  splendid  suggestion.  I  would  like  to 
tell  the  gentleman  that  a  subcommittee 
of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
has  been  working  on  one  of  the  sub¬ 
sidiary  problems  that  the  gentleman 
mentioned;  namely,  the  narcotics  trade 
in  the  United  States.  We  have  dis¬ 
covered  far-reaching  implications  in  this 
trade. 

I  am  also  happy  to  tell  the  gentleman 
that  we  have  recommended  legislation, 
which  will  soon  be  reported  to  this  body 
for  action.  I  commend  the  gentleman’s 
suggestion. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  I  want 
to  commend  the  gentleman  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  for  the  efforts  that  he  has  made  and 
the  leadership  he  has  provided  in  his 
committee  to  bring  out  the  necessary 
legislation.  He  has  hit  at  something 
very  important,  and  that  is  the  necessity 
for  a  joint  committee  of  the  House  and 
Senate,  because  in  many  cases  the  House 
has  original  jurisdiction  in  matters  re¬ 
lating  to  criminal  activities.  In  other 


words,  the  whole  question  of  tax  viola¬ 
tion  is  a  matter  of  original  jurisdiction 
in  the  House,  and  that  is  why  we  need 
a  joint  committee. 

Mr.  BOGGS  of  Louisiana.  If  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  yield  further,  there  is  also 
the  question  of  overlapping  jurisdiction 
on  the  part  of  different  committees,  and 
I  think  that  would  be  one  of  the  real 
achievements  of  the  gentleman’s  pro¬ 
posal. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  very  much.  The 
gentleman  is  right. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  I 
yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  I  want  to  commend 
the  gentleman  on  his  very  fine  state¬ 
ment.  I  would  like  to  call  attention  to 
the  fact  that  3  or  4  years  ago  we  organ¬ 
ized  a  crime  commission  in  California, 
and  Governor  Warren  appointed  ex- 
Admiral  Stanley  as  head  of  it.  He 
pointed  out  in  his  report  that  crime  was 
interstate  and  that  you  could  not  define 
it  to  any  one  territory;  that  you  must 
have  some  interstate  legislation  in  order 
to  reach  the  underworld  effectively.  I 
think  the  scheme  you  have  proposed 
will  do  that. 

Mi’.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  I 
thank  the  gentleman.  I  think  the  evi¬ 
dence  unearthed  by  the  Kefauver  com¬ 
mittee  has  proved  beyond  doubt  the 
existence  of  an  interstate  crime  syndi¬ 
cate  on  a  scale  that  most  of  us  had  not 
imagined  at  all. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  was  interested  in  the 
statement  of  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  on  the  interstate  interest  in  the 
problem  that  the  gentleman  has  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  House.  As  one  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce,  I  would  like  to  advise  you 
that  our  committee  has  been  interested 
in  the  problems  which  the  gentleman 
mentioned,  and  would  like  to  recall  to 
his  attention  the  fact  that  this  com¬ 
mittee  did  report  out  a  bill  on  the  slot- 
machine  syndicate  only  in  the  last  Con¬ 
gress. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  That 
is  correct,  and  that  simply  confirms  the 
need  for  joint  House  and  Senate  action. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Washington  [Mr.  Jack- 
son]  has  expired. 

Mr.  TACKETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  answer  to  the  in¬ 
quiry  made  by  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Hinshaw]  concerning  the 
gold  reserve  in  the  United  States,  I  would 
like  to  read  a  letter  I  received  from  Mr. 
Kenneth  A.  Kenyon,  Assistant  Secretary, 
Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Re¬ 
serve  System,  Washington,  D.  C.  It 
reads: 

Board  of  Governors  of  the 

Federal  Reserve  System, 
Washington,  August  21,  1950. 
Hon.  Boyd  Tackett, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Tackett:  We  have  received  your 
letter  of  August  14  and  the  attached  com.- 
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munication  from  your  constituent,  Mrs.  J. 
M.  Damon,  inquiring  about  the  recent  decline 
in  the  gold  stock  of  the  United  States. 

The  decline  in  the  United  States  gold 
stock,  which  has  been  taking  place  during 
the  past  year,  is  not  cause  for  alarm.  On  the 
contrary,  it  is  an  indication  of  the  readjust¬ 
ment  which  is  taking  place  in  the  monetary 
reserves  of  foreign  countries.  The  United 
States  has  recently  been  selling  gold  for  dol¬ 
lars  to  foreign  countries  which  are  in  the 
process  of  rebuilding  their  reserves.  Mone¬ 
tary  reserves  (in  gold  and  foreign  currencies) 
are  maintained  by  all  countries  that  engage 
in  international  trade.  Their  functions  are 
similar  to  the  functions  of  balances  in  indi¬ 
vidual  checking  accounts:  (1)  They  facili¬ 
tate  the  settlement  of  debts  incurred  in  the 
normal  exchange  of  goods  between  different 
countries  and  (2)  they  provide  a  reserve  of 
funds  which  can  be  drawn  upon  in  case  of 
emergency. 

'  During  the  first  few  years  after  the  war, 
many  foreign  countries  had  to  sell  large 
amounts  of  gold  from  their  reserves  in  order 
to  obtain  dollars  with  which  to  buy  urgently 
needed  goods  in  the  United  States.  Conse¬ 
quently,  between  the  end  of  1945  and  August 
1949,  over  4J4  billion  dollars  ($4,543,000,000) 
worth  of  gold  was  added  to  our  gold  stock. 
By  selling  so  much  gold  to  us,  many  foreign 
countries  reduced  their  stocks  of  gold  to  dan¬ 
gerously  low  levels:  they  had  little  left  with 
which  to  carry  on  trade  with  us  and  to  meet 
unforeseen  emergency  situations. 

During  the  past  year,  however,  as  a  result 
of  increased  production  and  currency  devalu¬ 
ations,  many  countries  succeeded  in  increas¬ 
ing  their  sales  of  goods  to  the  United' States. 
Some  of  these  countries  are  using  a  portion 
of  their  dollar  earnings  to  buy  back  from 
us  some  of  the  gold  that  was  sold  during  the 
postwar  period  of  reconstruction. 

The  amounts  involved  in  these  recent  pur¬ 
chases  by  foreign  countries  are  small  relative 
to  our  total  gold  stock,  which  remains  well 
above  the  legal-reserve  requirements  stipu¬ 
lated  by  Congress.  Furthermore,  the  United 
States  stock  of  gold  represents  about  70  per¬ 
cent  of  total  reported  world  gold  reserves 
(outside  of  the  Soviet  Union) . 

We  trust  that  this  information  will  serve 
to  answer  the  questions  raised  by  your  con¬ 
stituent,  whose  letter  to  you  is  returned 
herewith. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Kenneth  A.  Kenyon, 

Assistant  Secretary. 

Mr.  CRUMPACKER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TACKETT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CRUMPACKER.  Was  that  gold 
sold  at  $35  an  ounce? 

Mr.  TACKETT.  I  have  just  given  the 
information  that  I  received  from  the 
Federal  Reserve  System.  I  do  not  know, 
of  course,  what  the  gold  was  sold  for  or 
what  we  paid  for  it. 

Mr.  CRUMPACKER.  Does  the 
gentleman  know  whether  any  of  those 
foreign  countries  have  turned  around 
and  resold  the  gold  for  dollars  at  about 
$57  an  ounce  and  made  a  60-percent 
profit  on  the  turn-over? 

Mr.  TACKETT.  Of  course,  I  do  not 
know  whether  or  not  they  are  making  a 
profit  on  the  gold  or  whether  we  made  a 
profit  when  we  bought  the  gold. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  The  gentleman 
mentioned  the  question  of  a  reserve;  did 
he  say  coal  or  gold? 

Mr.  TACKETT.  Gold. 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TACKETT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  Was  there  any  state¬ 
ment  attached  to  that  letter  from  the 


Treasury  stating  the  countries  that  re¬ 
ceived  the  gold? 

Mr.  TACKETT.  No;  there  is«iot. 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  I  would  be  very 
much  interested  in  knowing  who  got  it. 

Mr.  TACKETT.  I  am  sure  that  the 
gentleman  or  anyone  else  can  get  this 
information  by  writing  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  or 
the  Federal  Reserve  System. 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  TACKETT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  There  is  one  other 
way,  sir,  in  which  it  can  be  acquired.  If 
we  furnish  dollars  or  dollar  equivalents 
through  contributions  to  EGA  or  other¬ 
wise  and  they  use  that  same  contribution 
of  our  money  to  buy  our  gold  stocks; 
can  they  not  do  it  that  way,  too? 

Mr.  TACKETT.  I  am  sure  that  they 
could. 

Mr.  MASON.  They  have  been. 

Mr.  TACKETT.  Yes,  that  could  have 
happened — I  don’t  know  whether  any  of 
the  gold  was  so  acquired  by  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  from  our  reserve. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word  simply 
for  the  purpose  of  saying  that  we  are 
reaching  the  end  of  the  bill.  We  have 
three  more  titles  to  read.  I  understand 
there  are  two  or  three  amendments  to  be 
offered.  I  am  sure  that  if  we  confine  our 
remarks  to  the  pending  bill,  it  would  ex¬ 
pedite  consideration  of  the  remaining 
sections  and  we  will  make  much  better 
time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  that  the  Clerk 
read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Title  III — National  Labor  Relations  Board 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  National  Labor  Relations  Board 
to  carry  out  the  functions  vested  in  it  by  the 
Labor-Management  Relations  Act,  1947  (29 
U.  S.  C.  141-167) ,  and  other  laws,  including 
expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  work  of  the  Board  when 
specifically  authorized  by  the  Chairman  or 
the  General  Counsel;  and  services  as  author¬ 
ized  by  section  15  of  the  act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a);  $8,300,000:  Provided, 
That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  to  organize  or  assist  in  organizing 
agricultural  laborers  or  used  in  connection, 
with  investigations,  hearings,  directives,  or 
orders  concerning  bargaining  units  composed 
of  agricultural  laborers  as  referred  to  in  sec¬ 
tion  2  (3)  of  the  act  of  July  5,  1935  (49  Stat. 
450) ,  and  as  amended  by  the  Labor-Manage¬ 
ment  Relations  Act,  1947,  and  as  defined  in 
section  3  (f)  of  the  act  of  June  25,  1938  (52 
Stat.  1060). 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  fclerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Smith  of  Vir¬ 
ginia:  On  page  34,  line  3,  strike  out  “$8,300,- 
000”  and  insert  “$8,000,000.” 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  this  amendment  is  proposed  in 
order  to  cut  the  appropriation  for  the 
National  Labor  Relations  Board  from  the 
figure  set  forth  in  the  bill  of  $8,300,000 
to  $8,000,000,  resulting  in  a  saving  of 
$300,000. 

The  justification  for  this  is  as  follows: 
If  you  will  look  at  the  schedule  in  back 
of  the  bill  it  appears  there  that  the  Labor 
Board  has  been  cut  from  its  last  year’s 
appropriation,  but  if  you  will  look  on 


page  20  of  the  report  you  will  find  that 
although  there  is  an  apparent  cut  the 
fact  is  the  rental  of  the  National  Labor 
Relations  Board  has  been  transferred 
from  that  Board  to  the  General  Services 
Administration  which  saves  them  $353,- 
000  a  year.  The  net  result  is  that  this 
Board’s  personnel  requirements  has  in¬ 
creased  by  nearly  $100,000  rather  than 
the  reduction  which  appears  in  the 
schedule  in  back  of  the  report. 

In  addition  to  that  fact,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  an  incident  has  occurred  since 
this  report  was  made  which  further  jus¬ 
tifies  the  cut  in  the  personnel  of  the 
National  Labor  Relations  Board.  You 
will  recall  that  in  the  last  war  we  had 
what  was  known  as  the  War  Labor 
Board.  That  Board  at  that  time  settled 
a  great  many  of  the  labor  disputes. 
That  Board  was  given  jurisdiction  by 
Executive  order.  Now,  there  has  been 
going  on  a  dispute  between  industry  and 
labor  in  the  last  few  weeks  and  this 
morning’s  paper  announces  that  this  new 
War  Labor  Board  which  has  been  cre¬ 
ated  by  Executive  order  will  during  this 
emergency  have  jurisdiction  over  labor 
disputes.  So  that  since  this  bill  was 
reported  much  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
National  Labor  Relations  Board  has  been 
taken  away  by  this  Executive  order. 

The  history  of  the  situation  is  that 
in  the  last  war  when  the  War  Labor 
Board  was  set  up  and  began  to  take 
jurisdiction  over  labor  disputes,  the 
work  of  the  National  Labor  Relations 
Board  in  dispute  cases,  which  is  the 
larger  proportion  of  their  business,  was 
tremendously  reduced,  so  that  there  is 
no  occasion  in  the  world  why  they  should 
have  an  increase  in  view  of  the  recent 
decision  which  occurred  only  this  morn¬ 
ing  giving  to  the  War  Labor  Board  the 
power  to  settle  labor  disputes  during  the 
present  emergency. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  wonder  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  by  what  he  has  just  said  of 
the  new  War  Labor  Board  is  approving 
the  assumption  of  such  activities  by  the 
Board?  As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I 
would  rather  we  proceed  under  the  laws 
we  have  and  the  procedures  that  have 
been  created  by  the  Congress. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  I  think  it  is 
a  very  sad  commentary  on  the  Congress 
and  on  the  country  when  an  act  of  Con¬ 
gress  by  which  we  undertake  to  settle 
labor  disputes  or  to  settle  any  other 
proposition  is  passed  by  the  Congress 
and  becomes  the  law  of  the  land,  and 
the  President  of  the  United  States  .un¬ 
dertakes  to  do  something  else  about  it 
by  Executive  order.  And  I  make  that 
statement  without  respect  to  who  may 
be  Pre  ;ident  of  the  United  States.  This 
Congress  is  supposed  to  make  the  laws 
and  not  the  Executive. 

I  protested  during  the  last  war  against 
this  extra  jurisdiction  being  assumed 
by  the  executive  department  to  settle 
labor  disputes  when  we  had  a  Labor  Act 
to  do  it  with,  and  I  protest  again,  but 
the  protest  is  not  going  to  do  you  any 
good.  The  fact  is  that  during  this  pres¬ 
ent  emergency  labor  disputes  are  going 
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to  be  handled  in  very  large  measure  by 
the  executive  department  under  this 
new  War  Labor  Board  and  the  work  of 
the  National  Labor  Relations  Board, 
which  was  set  up  by  the  Congress,  is 
going  to  be  diminished. 

Now,  I  do  not  want  to  get  off  the  track. 
What  I  am  trying  to  do  is  to  save  the 
taxpayers  of  the  United  States  $300,000 
of  unnecessary  expenditures.  I  am  ask¬ 
ing  the  House  to  vote  to  sustain  this 
amendment  and  cut  that  appropriation 
back  to  the  point  of  what  may  be 
needed. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  think  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  argument  is  well  taken  on  the 
basis  of  his  assumption.  However, 
might  I  suggest  in  respect  to  his  ref¬ 
erences  to  the  responsibility  of  the  Con¬ 
gress,  that  possibly  the  Congress  ought 
to  look  into  the  matter  that  is  presently 
developing  and  see  just  what  the  Con¬ 
gress  might  do  about  it. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  The  gentle¬ 
man  from  Indiana  knows  that  he  will 
have  no  more  ardent  advocate  of  that 
program  than  the  present  speaker  now 
addressing  you.  I  shall  be  glad  to  join 
with  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  5  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Fogarty']. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Taft-Hartley  Act  was  enacted  during  the 
Eightieth  Congress  under  Republican 
control.  That  is  one  of  the  things  that 
they  take  credit  for  during  their  regime 
when  they  had  control  of  both  the  House 
and  the  Senate.  On  a  personal  basis  I 
bitterly  opposed  the  passage  of  that  act. 
I  am  still  opposed  to  it,  and  I  remember 
very  well  when  the  act  was  passed  and 
when  the  first  request  for  an  appropria¬ 
tion  came  before  this  subcommittee  some 
3  or  4  years  ago.  They  did  not  have 
anything  to  justify  their  appropriation 
at  all  under  the  new  act,  but  we  gave 
them  every  dime  they  asked  for.  I  re¬ 
member  the  argument  used  then  was 
“this  is  our  baby  and  we  have  to  give 
them  every  dime  they  ask  for  because 
we  do  not  want  to  be  blamed  for  this 
act  if  we  do  not  give  them  enough  to  op¬ 
erate  with.”  I  went  along  with  the  ma¬ 
jority  at  that  time,  who  were  Republi¬ 
cans,,  and  because  of  wanting  to  be  fair 
in  this  entire  proceeding  I  have  never 
willfully,  in  one  way  or  another,  at¬ 
tempted  to  cut  this  appropriation  just 
because  I  was  against  the  enactment  of 
this  legislation.  As  a  consequence,  for 
the  past  3  years  since  I  have  been  Chair¬ 
man  of  this  subcommittee  we  have  not 
purposely  cut  it  one  dime  just  because 
some  of  us  had  been  opposed  to  and 
voted  against  the  enactment  of  this  act 
when  it  was  passed  4  years  ago.  On  the 
contrary  we  have  gone  along  with  them. 


They  came  before  us  and  they  gave  us 
the  workloads  they  are  working  under; 
they  gave  us  the  backlog  of  the  number 
of  cases  they  are  behind,  and  they  es¬ 
tablished  such  a  case  that  we  have  prac¬ 
tically  given  them  every  dime  they  have 
asked  for  in  order  to  carry  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  that  act.  They  testified  this 
year  that  in  1951  the  estimated  cases  to 
be  processed  were  22,950.  In  1952  they 
show  an  increase  up  to  23,600.  On  the 
record  of  case  intake  for  the  fiscal  year 
1950  it  was  21,632  and  1951  it  is  22,950. 
So,  all  the  figures  that  they  have  given 
us  show  that  their  increase  in  workload 
is  going  up  year  after  year,  and  that  is 
why  we  did  not  cut  them  as  much  as 
we  have  some  other  agencies,  although 
we  did  cut  them  $282,500  this  year  to 
bring  them  in  line  so  that  they  could 
operate  on  the  fiscal  year  1951  basis.  I 
just  wanted  to  make  this  one  thing  clear 
to  you,  even  though  the  majority  of  this 
subcommittee  has  been  against  that  act 
since  it  was  enacted,  we  have  never  de¬ 
liberately  attempted  to  slice  one  dollar 
from  it,  so  that  we  could  never  be  blamed. 
The  act  is  on  the  books.  It  was  an  act  of 
Congress.  It  was  put  on  by  a  majority 
vote  of  the  Eightieth  Congress,  and  they 
should  have  the  money  to  operate  with, 
and  we  have  been  fair  with  them  in  their 
appropriation. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Maine. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Can  the  gentleman 
tell  me  where  this  new  board  created 
by  Executive  order  will  get  its  money 
to  operate? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  cannot  tell  the 
gentleman  that.  We  have  nothing  to  do 
with  it.  It  is  not  in  this  bill.  There 
is  nothing  in  this  bill  that  pertains  to 
that  board  at  all.  We  have  absolutely 
nothing  to  do  with  it.  It  will  come  under 
some  defense  appropriations  subcommit¬ 
tee  in  the  House,  I  would  assume. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Would  this  War 
Labor  Board  that  has  been  created  han¬ 
dle  the  rank-and-file  cases  of  the  type 
that  are  now  before  the  National  Labor 
Relations  Board? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  is  something  I 
do  not  know.  This  new  Board  has  just 
been  established.  I  do  not  know  what 
its  duties  are.  I  do  not  know  whether 
they  are  going  to  get  money  to  function 
with  or  not.  I  do  not  know  whether 
they  are  going  to  need  money.  I  do  not 
know  whether  they  are  going  to  be  paid 
or  not.  That  is  something  I  do  not  know. 
I  do  not  think  the  Congress  knows.  It 
has  not  been  before  our  committee,  and 
I  do  not  believe  it  has  been  before  any 
other  committee  on  appropriations,  to 
my  knowledge ;  so  I  cannot  tell  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  So  cutting  the  ap¬ 
propriation  then  would  be  just  taking  a 
shot  in  the  dark  and  hoping  there  would 
be  an  agency  now  set  up  that  would  take 
over  the  work  that  is  being  done  by  the 
National  Labor  Relations  Board? 


Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  cannct  give  the 
gentleman  an  answer  to  that  at  this 
moment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on- 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Cox)  there 
were — ayes  116,  noes  60. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Title  V — Railroad  Retirement  Board 
Payment  to  railroad  retirement  account: 
For  an  annual  premium  to  provide  for  the 
payment  of  all  annuities,  pensions,  and 
death  benefits  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Acts  of 
1935  and  1937,  as  amended  (45  U.  S.  C.  228- 
223s),  and  for  expenses  necessary  for  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Board  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  said  acts  as  may  be  specifically 
authorized  annually  in  appropriation  acts, 
there  is  hereby  appropriated  for  crediting 
monthly  to  the  railroad  retirement  account 
for  the  fiscal  year  1952,  and  for  each  fiscal 
year  thereafter,  an  amount  equal  to  the 
amount  covered  into  the  Treasury  (minus 
refunds)  during  each  such  fiscal  year  under 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Tax  Act  (26  U.  S.  C. 
1500-1538) :  Provided,  That  the  appropria¬ 
tion  made  herein  for  the  fiscal  year  1952 
shall  be  adjusted  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  with  the  approval  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget,  in  such  manner  as  may  be 
necessary  to  insure  that  the  railroad  retire¬ 
ment  account  shall  be  credited  for  an 
amount  equal  to  the  amounts  covered  into 
the  Treasury  (minus  refunds)  prior  to  July 
1,  1951,  under  said  Railroad  Retirement  Tax 
Act  and  under  the  Carriers  Taxing  Act  of 
1937,  as  amended,  less  (1)  amounts  credited 
as  premiums  to  the  railroad  retirement  ac¬ 
count  (excluding  $334,429,100  heretofore  ap¬ 
propriated  for  military  service  credits)  and 
(2)  amounts  properly  chargeable  as  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  of  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Board,  prior  to  July  1,  1951. 

Mr.  FLOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
a  point  of  order  against  the  language  on 
page  36,  the  proviso  beginning  after  the 
colon  on  line  4  and  going  down  to  the 
period  on  line  16.  This  is  legislation  on 
an  appropriation  bill.  Obviously,  this 
goes  beyond  the  scope  of  the  bill  and 
beyond  the  appropriation  provisions  of 
the  bill.  It  is  similar  in  nature  to  the 
language  to  which  I  made  objection  last 
year  at  the  same  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Will  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania  define  the  spe¬ 
cific  language  in  the  bill  to  which  he 
raises  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  FLOOD.  The  point  of  order  is  to 
the  legislative  intent  and  the  legislative 
provision  of  the  entire  proviso. 

As  I  read  this,  I  construe  in  effect  as 
amounting  to  a  repealer  of  existing  legis¬ 
lation* 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Do  I  understand  that 
the  gentleman  makes  a  point  of  order 
only  to  the  langauge  on  page  36  begin¬ 
ning  at  line  4,  that  is  under  the  proviso? 

Mr.  FLOOD.  That  is  correct. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  And  ending  on  line 
16? 

Mr.  FLOOD.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
concede  the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  fur¬ 
ther  parliamentary  inquiry. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Would  not  the  point  of 
order  raised  by  the  gentleman  go  to  the 
entire  paragraph? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  If  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  so  made  the  point  of 
order. 

Mr.  FLOOD.  There  is  no  reason  for 
that.  My  purpose  is  served  since  the 
point  of  order  has  been  conceded,  and 
I  make  it  only  to  the  proviso. 

Mr.  WOLVERTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
stditc  it 

Mr.  WOLVERTON.  Do  I  understand 
that  the  point  of  order  has  been  made 
only  with  respect  to  the  language  com¬ 
mencing  on  line  14  of  page  36  and  con¬ 
tinuing  to  the  end  of  line  16? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  That  is  the  way 
the  Chair  understands  the  point  of  order 
made  by  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania. 

Mr.  WOLVERTON.  It  is  my  under¬ 
standing  that  the  point  of  order  goes  to 
the  entire  paragraph. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  desire  to  make  such  a  point  of 
order? 

Mr.  FLOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
a  point  of  order  against  the  entire  para¬ 
graph. 

Mr.  CROSSER.  The  point  of  order 
goes  to  the  entire  paragraph. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  asked 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  a  mo¬ 
ment  ago  if  his  point  of  order  was  to  the 
proviso  only  and  I  understand  the  gen¬ 
tleman  to  say  that  it  was. 

Mr.  FLOOD.  That  was  true.  That 
was  the  point  of  order  I  made,  but  I  have 
no  objection  to  making  a  subsequent 
point  of  order  this  time  to  make  a  point 
of  order  against  the  entire  paragraph. 

Mr.  WOLVERTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  so 
that  there  may  be  no  misunderstanding 
about  the  situation,  I  make  a  point  of 
order  against  the  entire  paragraph. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  concede  the  point 
of  order  to  the  entire  paragraph? 

Mr.  FLOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
a  point  of  order  against  the  entire  para¬ 
graph,  in  view  of  the  discussion  which 
has  just  taken  place. 

Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
concede  the  point  of  order  and  offer  an 
amendment,  which  I  sent  to  the  clerk’s 
desk. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS.  Mr.  Chairman,  where 
does  the  point  of  order  now  end?  Does 
it  end  on  line  16?  I  am  confused.  I  do 
not  know  where  the  language  ends  to 
which  the  point  of  order  is  made.  Does 
it  end  on  line  16  or  does  it  end  on  line  24 
of  page  36? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  point  o?  order 
now  takes  in  the  entire  paragraph  be¬ 
ginning  on  page  35  and  ending  at  line  16, 
page  36,  as  follows:  " 

Title  V — Railroad  Retirement  Board 

Payment  to  railroad  retirement  account: 
For  an  annual  premium  to  provide  for  the 
payment  of  all  annuities,  pensions,  and  death 


benefits  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Acts  of  1935  and 
1937,  as  amended  (45  U.  S.  C.  228-228s),  and 
for  expenses  necessary  for  the  Railroad  Re¬ 
tirement  Board  in  the  administration  of 
said  acts  as  may  be  specifically  authorized 
annually  in  appropriation  acts,  there  is  here¬ 
by  appropriated  for  crediting  monthly  to  the 
railroad  retirement  account  for  the  fiscal 
year  1952,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  there¬ 
after,  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount  cov¬ 
ered  into  the  Treasury  (minus  refunds) 
during  each  such  fiscal  year  under  the  Rail¬ 
road  Retirement  Tax  Act  (26  U.  S.  C.- 1500- 
1538)  :  Prbvided,  That  the  appropriation  made 
herein  for  the  fiscal  year  1952  shall  be  ad¬ 
justed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  with 
the  approval  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
in  such  manner  as  may  be  necessary  to  in¬ 
sure  that  the  railroad  retirement  account 
shall  be  credited  for  an  amount  equal  to 
the  amounts  covered  into  the  Treasury 
(minus  refunds)  prior  to  July  1,  1951,  under 
said  Railroad  Retirement  Tax  Act  and  un¬ 
der  the  Carriers  Taxing  Act  of  1937,  as 
amended,  less  (1)  amounts  credited  as  pre¬ 
miums  to  the  railroad  retirement  account 
(excluding  $334,429,100  heretofore  appropri¬ 
ated  for  military  service  credits)  and  (2) 
amounts  properly  chargeable  as  administra¬ 
tive  expenses  of  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Board,  prior  to  July  1,  1951. 

Mr.  FLOOD.  That  is  correct,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  And  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  McGrath]  con¬ 
cedes  the  point  of  order.  The  point  of 
order  is  sustained. 

Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  McGrath:  On 
page  35,  after  line  14,  insert  the  following: 

“Payment  to  railroad  retirement  account: 
For  an  annual  premium  to  provide  for  the 
payment  of  all  annuities,  pensions,  and  death 
benefits,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Acts  of  1935  and 
1937,  as  amended  (45  U.  S.  C.  228-228s),  and 
for  expenses  necessary  for  the  Railroad  Re¬ 
tirement  Board  in  the  administration  of  said 
acts  as  specifically  provided  for  under  this 
title,  for  crediting  to  the  railroad  retirement 
account,  an  amount  equal  to  amounts  cov¬ 
ered  into  the  Treasury  (minus  refunds)  dur¬ 
ing  the  current  fiscal  year  under  the  Rail¬ 
road  Retirement  Tax  Act  (28  U.  S.  C.  1500- 
1538).” 

Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  Chairman,  re¬ 
ducing  this  proposed  amendment  to  its 
simplest  terms,  it  is  simply  a  method 
by  which  we  hope  to  save  $4,500,000  of 
the  taxpayers’  money.  Heretofore  the 
procedure  had  been  that  at  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  the  fiscal  year  they  would  ap¬ 
proximate  the  amount  which  would  be 
collected  in  taxes  and  then  appropriate 
that  amount.  The  new  language  pro¬ 
vides  that  the  taxes,  as  they  are  col¬ 
lected,  will  be  turned  over  from  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States  to  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Board  for  imme¬ 
diate  investment  and  for  the  payment 
of  necessary  benefits.  The  present  sys¬ 
tem  has  been  somewhat  of  a  guess;  a 
sort  of  put-and-take  proposition,  as  we 
stated  in  the  committee  report.  The 
proposed  language  changes  it  to  month¬ 
ly  payments  as  the  taxes  are  collected, 
the  same  as  we  have  in  our  social-se¬ 
curity  program.  The  purpose  of  this 
would  be  to  save  the  taxpayers  the  in¬ 
terest  on  the  amount,  and  to  set  this 
up  on  a  sound  basis,  and  it  means  a 
saving  of  $4,500,000. 


Mr.  CROSSER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGRATH.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  CROSSER.  The  fact  is  you  are 
changing  the  law  as  it  now  exists  in 
that  respect. 

Mr.  McGRATH.  No.  I  will  say  to 
the  gentleman  that  is  not  the  fact. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Grath]  has  expired. 

Mr.  CROSSER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment  as  a  substitute  for  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Crosser  offers  the  following  amend¬ 
ment  in  substitution  for  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  Mr.  McGrath,  line  15  on  page  35: 

“Railroad  retirement  account:  For  an 
amount  sufficient  as  an  annual  premium  for 
the  payments  required  under  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Acts  of  August  29,  1935,  and 
June  24,  1937,  and  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  to  the  railroad  retirement  account 
established  under  section  15  (a)  of  the  lat¬ 
ter  act,  $562,534,409:  Provided,  That  such  to¬ 
tal  amount  shall  be  available  until  expended 
for  making  payments  required  under  said 
retirement  acts,  and  the  amount  not  re¬ 
quired  for  current  payments  shall  be  invested 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  said  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  June  24,  1937.” 

Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
point  of  order. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  raise  the  point  of 
order  against  this  substitute  amendment 
that  this  places  additional  duties  upon 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  and  I  re¬ 
spectfully  call  the  attention  of  the  chair¬ 
man  to  the  language  of  the  proposed 
amendment  that  the  current  payment 
shall  be  invested  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  froi^  Ohio  [Mr.  Crosser]  desire  to 
be  heard? 

Mr.  CROSSER.  I  simply  deny  the 
fact.  That  is  all. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Will  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  cite  the  law  giving  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury  authority  referred 
to? 

The  Chair  is  ready  to  rule. 

The  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Crosser]  seems  to 
place  additional  duties  upon  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury  not  contemplated 
by  law  and  therefore  sustains  the  point 
of  order. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time  to  try 
to  understand,  if  I  can,  the  language  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
on  behalf  of  the  committee,  and  just 
what  it  would  do.  I  want  to  know  if  this 
is  not  in  fact  the  same  as  the  other 
amendment  just  deleted  by  point  of  or¬ 
der. 

As  I  understand,  the  committee  in  pre¬ 
senting  the  language  included  in  the  bill 
attempted  to  change  the  method  pro¬ 
vided  in  section  15  (a)  of  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1937,  whereby  funds 
would  be  covered  into  the  Treasury  on 
a  monthly  basis  instead  of  annual  basis. 
Is  that  true? 

Mr.  McGRATH.  With  the  accent  on 
“the  annual  basis.” 
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Mr.  HARRIS.  Now,  I  understand  the 
language  was  subject  to  a  point  of  order 
and  stricken  out.  Then  the  gentleman 
offers  this  amendment  as  a  substitute. 
I  have  not  had  an  opportunity  to  read 
it. 

I  would  like  to  ask  if  the  gentleman’s 
amendment  he  has  offered  as  a  substi¬ 
tute  does  not  do  the  same  thing  that  the 
committee  language  would  have  done.  I 
would  like  to  understand  it.  I  may  be  in 
accord  with  what  the  gentleman  offers, 
but  I  am  not  sure  that  I  understand  what 
he  wants  to  do. 

Mr.  McGRATH.  We  do  not  go  beyond 
the  fiscal  year  of  1952. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Do  I  understand,  then, 
that  the  gentleman  or  his  committee  has 
had  information  from  the  Treasury  De¬ 
partment  that  after  this  fiscal  year,  un¬ 
der  the  administration  of  this  program 
they  intend  to  carry  out  the  policy  as 
the  committee  has  outlined  in  its  re¬ 
port? 

Mr.  McGRATH.  Yes;  I  would  say 
that  the  answer  to  the  gentleman’s 
question  is  in  the  affirmative.  The  com¬ 
mittee  has  been  advised  by  the  Budget 
Bureau  that  an  arrangement  has  been 
worked  out  with  the  Treasury  to  put 
into  effect  a  new  system  of  tax  collec¬ 
tion.  Beginning  with  the  fiscal  year 
1952  they  will  collect  taxes  monthly  in¬ 
stead  of  quarterly  and  pay  those  funds 
over  to  the  trust  fund  on  a  monthly 
basis.  In  that  way  the  fund  will  have 
the  money  available  quickly  for  invest¬ 
ment  and  interest-earning  purposes. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  personally  would  not 
have  any  objection  to  a  program  under 
a  plan  deemed  most  advisable.  I  am 
sure  the  gentleman  understands  that  in 
the  course  of  the  passage  by  this  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act 
that  that  was  discussed.  The  first  act 
went  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States.  Out  of  that  experience 
the  act  of  1937  was  passed. 

I  want  to  understand  clearly  that  any 
action  taken  by  this  committee  here  to¬ 
day  would  not  in  any  way  affect  the  de¬ 
cision  of  the  Supreme  Court  and  the  plan 
which  provided  and  which  is  authorized 
by  that  act.  Can  the  gentleman  give 
us  that  assurance? 

Mr.  McGRATH.  I  can  say  to  you  ab¬ 
solutely  I  give  you  that  assurance. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  And  if  it  appears  after 
further  consideration  that  the  language 
in  this  substitute  might  in  some  way  seri¬ 
ously  affect  this  program  would  the  gen¬ 
tleman  assure  us  that  in  the  course  of 
the  progress  of  this  legislation,  or  in 
conference  the  committee  will  accept 
and  assist  on  such  clarification  as  is 
found  advisable  and  necessary? 

Mr.  McGRATH.  I  can  assure  the 
gentleman,  for  whom  I  have  the  highest 
regard,  for  I  consider  him  one  of  the 
most  capable  Members  of  the  House,  that 
we  will  consult  him  in  an  effort  to  work 
it  out. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  appreciate  the  atti¬ 
tude  of  the  gentleman  from  New  York. 
He  understands  as  I  do  that  this  is  a 
highly  important  matter  and  very,  very 
technical.  You  cannot  change  the  lan¬ 


guage  of  this  law  without  affecting  the 
purposes  and  intentions  of  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act. 

Mr.  WOLVERTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  yield;  and  I  would 
like  to  say  in  yielding  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  that  he  was  here  and 
on  the  committee  at  the  time  this  legis¬ 
lation  was  passed  and  is  one  Member 
of  this  House  who  knows  as  much  about 
it  as  anyone  else. 

Mr.  WOLVERTON.  I  hardly  wish  to 
qualify  to  that  extent.  But  it  is  my 
opinion  that  this  particular  substitute 
that  was  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Crosser]  is  in  entire  accord 
with  the  Retirement  Act,  and  that  the 
wording  of  the  closing  sentence  of  his 
amendment,  reading  as  follows:  “shall 
be  invested  by  the  Secretary  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  said  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  June  24,  1937,”  does 
not  change  or  add  to  the  duties  of  the 
Secretary  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Act  and  is  conse¬ 
quently  in  order. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  would  like  to  say  to 
my  distinguished  colleague  from  New 
Jersey  that  the  Chair  has  already 
sustained  the  point  of  order  on  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio,  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  committee  [Mr.  Crosser], 

What  I  was  trying  to  do  was  to  clarify 
the  intentions  and  understand  the  lan¬ 
guage  presented  by  the  committee  here 
in  reference  to  this  matter.  I  certainly 
do  not  think  it  should  be  cut  out  en¬ 
tirely,  but  I  think  we  should  clearly 
understand  just  what  the  language  the 
gentleman  proposes  will  do. 

Mr.  WOLVERTON.  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  it  will  do  what  was  origi¬ 
nally  intended  by  the  committee  when 
it  put  the  provision  in  the  original  bill 
and  against  which  the  point  of  order 
was  raised  and  sustained.  In  order  that 
there  may  be  a  complete  understanding 
of  this  matter,  I  wish  to  bring  to  the 
attention  of  the  committee  that  the  ap¬ 
propriation  language  in  the  bill,  H.  R. 
3709,  beginning  in  line  15  on  page  35  of 
the  bill  and  continuing  through  line  16 
on  page  36,  makes  a  substantive  change 
in  the  provisions  in  section  15  (a)  of  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Act  which  author¬ 
izes  appropriations  to  the  railroad  re¬ 
tirement  account.  This  section  reads 
as  follows  : 

Sec.  15.  (a)  There  Is  hereby  created  an 
account  In  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States 
to  be  known  as  the  railroad  retirement 
account.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  account  for  each  fiscal 
year,  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1937,  as  an  annual  premium,  an 
amount  sufficient,  with  a  reasonable  margin 
for  contingencies,  to  provide  for  the  pay-, 
ment  of  all  annuities,  pensions,  and  death 
benefits  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  this  act  and  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act 
of  1935.  Such  amount  shall  be  based  on 
such  tables  of  mortality  as  the  Railroad  Re¬ 
tirement  Board  shall  from  time  to  time 
adopt,  and  on  an  interest  rate  of  3  percent 
per  annum  compounded  annually.  The  Rail¬ 
road  Retirement  Board  shall  submit  annually 
to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  an  estimate  of 
the  appropriation  to  be  made  to  the  account. 
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There  is  nothing  in  this  section  which 
makes  appropriations  to  the  railroad 
retirement  account  conditioned  upon 
amounts  collected  in  taxes  for  the  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  railroad  retirement  sys¬ 
tem  nor  which  authorizes  in  effect  a 
series  of  monthly  appropriations  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  monthly  collections.  On 
the  contrary,  it  authorizes  only  a  single 
annual  appropriation  in  a  definite 
amount  to  be  determined  in  accordance 
with  the  authorization. 

By  way  of  comparison,  I  direct  your 
attention  to  section  10  (a)  of  the  Rail¬ 
road  Unemployment  Insurance  Act, 
which  reads  in  pertinent  part  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Sec.  10.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  maintain  ih  the  unemployment  trust 
fund  established  pursuant  to  section  904  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  an  account  to  be 
known  as  the  railroad  unemployment  insur¬ 
ance  account.  This  .account  shall  consist  of 
(i)  such  part  of  all  contributions  collected 
pursuant  to  section  8  of  this  act  as  is  in 
excess  of  0.2  percent  of  the  total  compensa¬ 
tion  on  which  such  contributions  are  based, 
together  with  all  interest  collected  pursuant 
to  sefction  8  (g)  of  this  act. 

The  appropriation  language  in  that 
act  does  provide  that,  except  for  the 
portion  to  be  deposited  in  an  adminis¬ 
tration  fund,  all  the  contributions  col¬ 
lected  for  the  maintenance  of  the  un¬ 
employment  insurance  system  shall  be 
deposited  in  the  railroad  unemployment 
insurance  account. 

The  difference  between  the  appropria¬ 
tion  language  in  the  two  acts  leaves  no 
room  for  doubt  that  Congress  very  de¬ 
liberately  authorized  different  methods 
of  appropriation  for  the  two  systems. 
No  one  could  say  reasonably  that  the 
appropriation  language  in  the  two  acts 
is  even  similar — that  the  appropriation 
language  in  section  10  (a)  of  the  Rail¬ 
road  Unemployment  insurance  Act 
could  be  substituted  for  the  appropria¬ 
tion  language  in  section  15  (a)  of  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Act.  Yet  this,  in 
substance,  is  what  the  bill  H.  R.  3709 
proposes  to  do.  Thus,  the  language  in 
the  bill  would  make  the  amount  appro¬ 
priated  to  the  railroad  retirement  ac¬ 
count  and  the  time  the  appropriation 
becomes  effective  conditioned  upon  the 
amount  and  timing  of  collections  under 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Tax  Act  similar 
to  the  provision  in  the  Railroad  Unem¬ 
ployment  Insurance  Act.  The  language 
in  the  bill,  though  it  gives  lip  service  to 
the  words  “annual  premium,”  makes  no 
reference  to  section  15  (a)  of  the  Rail¬ 
road  Retirement  Act,  which  is  the  stat¬ 
utory  authority  for  the  appropriation  to 
the  railroad  retirement  account. 

That  Congress  provided  different 
methods  for  the  making  of  appropria¬ 
tions  under  the  two  acts  may  be  further 
seen  from  section  16  of  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act,  which  provides  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Sec.  16.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  from  time  to  time  such  sums 
as  may  be  necessary  to  provide  for  the  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Board  in  administering  the 
provisions  of  this  act  and  the  Railroad  Re¬ 
tirement  Act  of  1935. 
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And  from  section  11  (a)  of  the  Rail¬ 
road  Unemployment  Insurance  Act 
which  provides  in  pertinent  part  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Sec.  11.  (a)  There  Is  hereby  established  In 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  a  fund  to 
be  known  as  the  railroad  unemployment  in¬ 
surance  administration  fund.  This  fund 
shall  consist  of  (i)  such  part  of  all  contri¬ 
butions  collected  pursuant  to  section  8  of 
this  act  as  equals  0.2  percent  of  the  total 
compensation  on  which  such  contributions 
are  based. 

The  failure  of  any  reference  in  section 
16  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  to 
taxes  collected  for  the  maintenance  of 
the  railroad  retirement  system,  and  the 
specific  reference  to  contributions  in 
section  11  (a)  of  the  Railroad  Unem¬ 
ployment  Insurance  Act  is  further  proof 
of  congressional  intent  to  distinguish 
between  the  methods  of  appropriation 
for  the  two  acts. 

In  practice  the  amounts  appropriated 
to  the  railroad  retirement  account  are 
so  adjusted  from  year  to  year  as  to  re¬ 
sult  in  appropriations  of  no  more  than 
is  actually  collected  in  taxes.  But  the 
method  of  appropriation  established  in 
section  15  (a)  of  the  Retirement  Act  was 
deliberately  adopted  for  an  important 
purpose.  When  it  was  enacted  it  was 
considered  important  to  the  constitu¬ 
tional  basis  of  the  legislation  that  this 
method  be  followed.  If  the  validity  of 
that  consideration  is  now  to  be  ques¬ 
tioned  and  a  different  authorization  for 
appropriations  proposed,  such  a  step 
cannot  properly  be  considered  here  un¬ 
til  the  legislative  committee  responsible 
for  railroad  retirement  legislation  gives 
the  matter  its  consideration. 

The  question  here  is  solely  whether 
the  Appropriations  Committee  of  the 
House  can  take  upon  itself  the  authority 
to  override  and  change  the  method  es¬ 
tablished  by  Congress  for  making  ap¬ 
propriations  to  the  railroad  retirement 
account;  whether  the  Appropriations 
Committee  of  the  House  can  override 
the  practice  followed  for  the  past  9  years 
by  appropriation  committees,  including 
this  very  Appropriations  Committee,  in 
making  appropriations  to  the  railroads 
retirement  account  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  section  15  (a)  of  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Act. 

We  cannot  properly  here  debate  the 
wisdom  or  the  propriety  of  the  present 
provision  in  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Act  with  regard  to  appropriations  to  the 
railroad  retirement  account.  I  am  only 
arguing  for  a  proper  and  orderly  pro¬ 
cedure  in  this  respect.  If  the  Appropri¬ 
ations  Committee  is  convinced  that  the 
provisions  in  section  15  (a)  of  the  Rail¬ 
road  Retirement  Act  should  be  changed, 
the  proper  form  for  a  discussion  of  this 
question  is  the  House  Committee  on  In¬ 
terstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  which 
was  responsible  for  the  enactment  of  the 
original  provision  in  1937  and  before 
which  all  persons  having  an  interest  in 
the  issue  can  be  afforded  an  opportunity 
to  be  heard. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  may  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  Jersey  that  I  have 
some  very  serious  suspicions  on  it  my¬ 
self.  We  should  not  legislate  on  these  ap¬ 
propriation  bills.  This  is  too  technical 
and  if  any  changes  are  made  in  the  basic 


law  it  should  be  after  full' hearings  by 
our  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce,  on  which  I  have  the  honor 
to  serve  and  which  has  legislative  juris¬ 
diction  of  this  subject.  It  affects  several 
hundred  thousand  railroad  employees. 
It  means  too  much  to  them  and  the  in¬ 
dustry  to  adopt  basic  changes  in  the  law 
without  knowing  the  effects. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Fogarty) 
there  were — ayes  119,  noes  5. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Title  VI — Federal  Mediation  and  Concilia¬ 
tion  Service 

Salaries  and  expenses :  For  expenses  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  Service  to  carry  out  the  func¬ 
tions  vested  in  it  by  the  Labor-Management 
Relations  Act,  1947  (29  U.  S.  C.  171-180,  182), 
including  expenses  of  the  Labor-Management 
Panel  as  provided  in  section  205  of  said  Act; 
temporary  employment  of  arbitrators,  con¬ 
ciliators,  and  mediators  on  labor  relations 
at  rates  not  in  excess  of  $75  per  diem;  ex¬ 
penses  of  attendance  at  meetings  concerned 
with  labor  and  industrial  relations;  and  serv¬ 
ices  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  act 
of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a) ;  $3,047,000. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Rees  of  Kansas. 
On  page  37,  line  14,  strike  out  “$3,047,000” 
and  insert  “$2,949,700.” 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  amendment  I  am  submitting  applies 
to  one  agency  only.  If  approved,  it  will 
reduce  the  appropriation  by  $97,300.  It 
will  mean  the  agency  will  still  have  the 
same  amount  it  had  last  year.  This 
agency  did  ask  for  still  more  money, 
but  the  committee  granted  the  increase 
indicated  in  the  bill.  Now,  take  a  brief 
look.  This  agency,  comparatively  small 
in  size,  asked  for  $3,247,000  for  salaries 
and  expenses  for  404  people,  seme  of 
them  only  part-time  employees.  That 
is  an  over-all  average  for  all  employees 
of  $8,000  per  year.  This  is  counting 
stenographer,  clerks,  and  others  at  com¬ 
paratively  lower  salaries.  This  would 
indicate  some  of  them  are  doing  pretty 
well  in  the  way  of  salaries.  I  remind 
you  the  request  indicates  is  for  part-time 
assistance.  This  part-time  assistance  is 
to  be  paid  on  the  basis  of  $75  per  day 
and  expenses.  The  agency  is  allowed 
to  go  out  and  employ  whom  it  chooses 
and  pay  as  much  as  $75  per  day  without 
consideration  of  civil-service  require¬ 
ments. 

Neither  the  bill  nor  the  report  nor  the 
hearings  indicate  how  much  of  this  fund 
of  more  than  $3,000,000  is  to  be  spent 
on  the  $75-a-day  employees.  Nothing 
is  said  about  the  required  qualifications 
of  these  employees.  The  bill  says,  in 
substance,  you  propose  to  spend  more 
than  $3,000,000  for  salaries  and  expenses 
of  officers,  employees,  temporary  em¬ 
ployees  that  include  “arbitrators,  con¬ 
ciliators,  and  mediators  on  labor  rela¬ 
tions.”  The  hearings  indicate  the  em¬ 
ployment  of  approximately  400  people. 
There  is  an  additional  item  of  $50,000  for 
office  expense  in  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia.  Incidentally,  it  may  be  said  this 
expenditure  is  in  support  of  labor. 
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Whether  that  be  correct  or  not,  I  cannot 
imagine  the  rank  and  file  of  labor  want¬ 
ing  to  increase  an  item  that  will  pay  any 
agency  employees  an  average  of  more 
than  $8,000  per  year,  many  of  them 
working  only  part  time.  Nor  for  pay¬ 
ing  a  lot  of  additional  persons  I  have 
described  more  than  $50  per  day  and 
expenses  for  part-time  service. 

My  amendment  is  a  mild  one.  It  just 
says  the  agency  cannot  expend  more 
than  last  year.  But,  if  you  approve  it, 
there  will  be  a  savings  of  $97,300  to  the 
taxpayers  of  this  country.  Even  then 
you  are  still  being  pretty  liberal  with 
this  agency. 

This  amendment  should  be  approved. 

Following  action  on  the  pending 
amendment,  if  I  may  have  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Chair,  I  shall  offer  a  further 
amendment  which  will  reduce  the  maxi¬ 
mum  of  $75  a  day  proposed  in  this  bill 
back  to  $50  a  day. 

Mr.  Chairman,  something  has  been 
said  about  the  fine  manner  in  which  the 
affairs  of  this  agency  have  been  admin¬ 
istered  by  its  present  Administrator, 
Mr.  Ching.  From  what  I  have  heard 
concerning  Mr.  Ching,  he  is  one  of 
the  most  industrious  and  able  men  at 
the  head  of  any  of  our  agencies.  He 
is  highly  respected  by  those  who  know 
him  personally.  I  do  think,  however, 
that  if  permitted  to  select  men  for 
these  higher  paid  positions — without 
pressure  or  influence  of  any  kind — he 
can  do  a  still  better  job.  If  he  were  al¬ 
lowed  to  select  all  of  these  appointees 
without  political  influence  of  any  kind, 
it  would  be  helpful  to  his  agency  as  well 
as  to  those  whom  the  agency  serves. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  certainly  do  not  want 
to  cripple  the  functions  of  any  needed 
service.  But  here  is  a  place  where  an 
agency,  in  view  of  the  condition  of  the 
Federal  Treasury,  and  the  mounting 
cost  of  government  ought  to  be  willing 
to  cut  any  unnecessary  expenses,  work 
just  a  little  harder  and  save  a  little 
money  for  needed  expenditures  for  the 
defense  of  our  country. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  repeat  a 
statement  I  have  made  on  the  floor  of 
this  House  I  have  made  many  times  be¬ 
fore.  The  expenditures  for  each  and 
every  civilian  agency  should  be  made  on 
the  basis  of  absolute  need,  and  in  the 
light  of  the  tremendous  tax  load  charged 
against  the  people  of  this  country. 

Mr.  FOGARTY^  Mr.  Chairman,  T  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  5  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Fogarty], 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  since 
the  Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation 
Service  has  been  headed  by  Cyrus  Ching, 
who  I  believe  has  the  respect  of  most 
Members  of  Congress  and  of  the  people 
of  the  country,  the  committee  has  found 
that  he  has  been  one  of  the  most  con¬ 
servative  administrators  of  any  agency 
that  has  appeared  before  it.  He  has 
asked  for  an  increase  this  year  of 
$297,000.  The  committee  cut  that  in- 
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crease  asked  for  by  $200,000,  thinking 
that  much  was  all  that  could  be  imposed. 
We  placed  in  the  record  how  many  em¬ 
ployees  he  had  in  1946,  1950,  1951,  and 
1952.  In  1946  they  had  488  employees; 
in  1950,  351;  in  1951,  364.  He  asked  for 
406  employees,  but  with  the  money  we 
allowed  in  the  committee  bill  they  will 
probably  not  have  over  375  employees, 
which  is  113  less  than  they  had  in  1946. 
We  think  he  has  been  doing  a  good  job 
with  the  personnel  he  has  had,  but  I 
think  we  must  remember  this  one  perti¬ 
nent  thing,  and  I  think  it  should  be  re¬ 
membered  by  everyone,  that  in  times  of 
an  emergency  there  is  always  a  great 
demand  by  the  public  to  avoid  strikes 
and  maintain  production.  A  principal 
purpose  of  the  Federal  Mediation  and 
Conciliation  Service  is  to  prevent  strikes, 
and  they  have  prevented  many  times 
more  strikes  than  have  occurred  in  the 
past  2  or  3  years  because  of  the  leader¬ 
ship  of  Cyrus  Ching  and  the  type  of 
personnel  he  has  working  under  him. 
We  think  he  is  one  of  the  ablest  ad¬ 
ministrators  we  have  in  any  Federal 
agency.  Because  of  the  experience  in 
the  last  war  when  more  men  were  needed 
in  order  to  prevent  strikes  before  they 
occur,  we  allowed  him  a  small  increase 
this  year  of  $97,000  with  the  hope  that 
he  could  prevent  strikes  that  might 
otherwise  take  place  in  the  next  fiscal 
year.  Now,  that  is  the  kind  of  a  record 
he  has  and  that  is  the  record  that  he  is 
living  under  and  that  is  the  record  that 
he  is  known  by.  I  do  not  believe  there 
is  a  Member  of  the  Congress  that  will 
dispute  the  statement  that  I  have  just 
made.  We  all  have  a  great  deal  of  con¬ 
fidence  in  him.  We  feel  he  has  a  good 
organization.  We  believe  that  he  needs 
this  mere  handful  of  additional  person¬ 
nel  allowed  under  the  $97,000,  and  we 
think  it  will  pay  off  in  the  end  by  giving 
him  the  implements  to  do  the  work  with. 
He  has  the  know-how,  he  has  the  or¬ 
ganization,  and  we  are  convinced  he  can 
do  a  good  job  if  we  give  him  the  imple¬ 
ments  to  work  with.  That  was  our  main 
reason  for  giving  him  the  small  increase, 
because  of  the  emergency  we  are  in  at 
the  present  time. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  We  all  agree 
that  Chairman  Ching  is  a  great  man. 
Does  not  the  gentleman  think  that  with 
the  over-all  picture,  when  you  are  allow¬ 
ing  over  $8,000  a  year  for  the  whole  400 
and  some  odd  people,  that  that  is  pretty 
fair,  liberal,  and  average  payment  for 
employees  in  an  agency?  I  realize  that 
it  is  just  as  important  and  more  impor¬ 
tant  than  a  good  many  others,  but  even 
so,  does  not  the  gentleman  feel  that  he 
is  pretty  liberal  even  cutting  the  figure 
back  this  small  amount  of  $90,000? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  We  cut  them  $200,- 
000  and  we  went  into  this  thing  very 
thoroughly.  There  was  no  disposition 
on  the  part  of  the  committee  to  increase 
anywhere  as  we  have  shown.  We  have 
cut  practically  everywhere,  and  if  it  was 
within  the  power  of  the  committee,  if 
we  thought  in  good  conscience  that  this 
could  have  been  cut  more  and  it  would 


not  hurt  his  organization  as  it  is  func¬ 
tioning  at  the  present  time,  we  certainly 
would  have  cut  it  more.  It  was  based 
on  bare  facts  that  he  gave  and  the  expe¬ 
rience  that  we  had  during  the  last  emer¬ 
gency  that  we  allowed  this  small  in¬ 
crease. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  Just  that  much 
more  than  you  allowed  last  year. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Yes,  because  of  the 
emergency  we  are  in.  The  Korean  situ¬ 
ation  was  not  with  us  when  we  had  this 
bill  up  a  year  ago.  Because  of  the  vast 
defense  production  program,  we  think 
it  is  more  essential  now  to  give  them  that 
additional  personnel  than  it  was  a  year 
ago.  That  is  the  only  reason. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Rees  of  Kan¬ 
sas:  Page  37,  line  11,  strike  out  “$75”  and 
Insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$50.” 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  is  the  amendment  I  mentioned  a  few 
minutes  ago. 

This  amendment  reduces  the  maxi¬ 
mum  of  payment  under  this  bill  from 
$75  per  day  to  $50  per  day.  If  you  will 
refer  to  page  37  of  the  bill,  the  first  para¬ 
graph  refers  to  salaries  and  expenses, 
and  then  it  states  that  the  appropriation 
for  $3,047,000  includes  “temporary  em¬ 
ployment  of  arbitrators,  conciliators, 
and  mediators,’’  and  so  forth,  at  rates 
“not  in  excess  of  $75  per  diem;  expenses 
of  attendance  at  meetings”  and  so  forth. 
In  other  words,  $75  per  day  and  ex¬ 
penses.  All  authorized  by  section  15  of 
the  act  of  August  2,  1946. 

Now,  I  call  your  attention  to  section 
13,  Public  Law  600,  of  the  Seventy-ninth 
Congress,  which  states : 

The  head  of  any  department,  when  au¬ 
thorized  in  an  appropriation  or  other  act, 
may  procure  temporary  (not  in  excess  of 
1  year)  or  intermittent  services  of  experts 
or  consultants  or  organizations  thereof,  in¬ 
cluding  stenographic  reporting  services,  by 
contract,  and  in  such  cases  such  service  shall 
be  without  regard  to  the  civil-service  and 
classification  laws — 

Then  in  parentheses  it  says — 
but  as  to  agencies  subject  to  the  Classifica¬ 
tion  Act  at  rates  not  in  excess  of  the  per 
diem  equivalent  of  the  highest  rate  payable 
under  the  Classification  Act — 

Note  this — 

unless  other  rates  are  specifically  provided 
in  the  appropriation. 

So  in  line  with  that  clause  allowed  in 
an  appropriation  bill  and  hike  that  rate 
up  to  $75. 

The  Comptroller  General  has  sub¬ 
mitted  an  opinion  that  says  in  substance 
that  if  you  follow  this  section  of  the  law, 
leaving  out  what  I  call  the  “escape” 
clause,  the  amount  you  would  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  pay  on  the  per  diem  basis 
would  be  $42.42  per  day,  a  little  less  than 
$50  per  day. 

It  will  be  argued  that  the  Administra¬ 
tor  may  not  be  able  to  secure  competent 
people  for  this  so-called  part-time  work 
at  $50  per  day  and  expenses.  My  first 


answer  is  that  according  I  have  received, 
he  has  not  been  required  to  do  that  thus 
far.  I  call  your  attention  to  the  fact 
there  is  no  limit  to  the  length  of  time 
during  which  these  special  people  may 
be  employed.  More  than  that,  nothing 
is  said  concerning  qualification  require¬ 
ments.  Nothing  is  said  in  the  bill  or  the 
report  as  to  the  .number  that  may  be  em¬ 
ployed.  Suppose  administration  officials 
insist  on  certain  persons  being  appointed, 
what  is  the  Administrator  going  to  do 
about  it.  There  should  be  a  limitation  on 
the  number  to  be  appointed  under  this 
provision  of  the  bill.  I  am  informed  an 
amendment  to  do  that  now  will  be  ruled 
out  as  not  being  germane.  The  commit¬ 
tee  should  have  written  some  such  pro¬ 
vision  in  the  bill. 

I  respect  the  statement  of  the  chair¬ 
man  of  this  committee  that  the  chair¬ 
man  of  this  agency  is  one  of  the  best 
known,  and  among  those  who  are  most 
respected  in  our  agencies,  but  it  seems 
to  me  you  are  going  a  little  far  when  you 
bring  in  an  appropriation  bill  and  say 
that  we  are  going  to  pay  a  group  of 
people,  I  do  not  know  how  many,  $75 
per  day,  then  go  still  further  and  put 
no  limitation  in  this  bill.  It  does  not 
say  how  many  you  are  going  to  hire 
at  $75  a  day  or  $60  a  day  or  $50  a  day; 
not  at  all.  You  open  the  gate.  Later 
we  will  have  legislation  asking  that  the 
amount  be  fixed  at  $100  per  day.  Again 
I  call  attention  there  are  no  qualifica¬ 
tion  requirements  in  the  bill.  Not  at 
all.  As  I  said  a  little  while  ago,  there 
is  not  even  anything  in  the  testimony 
submitted  in  the  hearings  to  say  what 
the  qualifications  may  be. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  submit  that  when  the 
House  Committee  oh  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  approved  legislation  per¬ 
mitting  the  President  to  break  the  ceil¬ 
ing  on  Federal  salaries,  the  number  of 
persons  in  each  category  and  salary  al¬ 
lowed  was  fixed  in  the  legislation.  Has 
any  member  of  the  committee  computed 
the  amount  an  employee  would  draw  at 
$75  per  day  if  he  worked  for  a  year? 
He  could  work  5  days  a  week,  take  2  days 
off,  and  make  $18,750  and  his  expenses. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  committee,  and 
the  memebrship  of  this  House,  would, 
if  they  knew  the  amounts  expended, 
be  interested  in  the  cost  of  the  services 
of  engineers  hired  on  a  contract  basis 
in  advisory  capacity  to  some  of  our  agen¬ 
cies.  I  am  not  right  here  criticizing  the 
service,  but  the  amount  expended  runs 
in  rather  high  figures. 

Again  I  want  to  pay  my  high  regard 
and  respect  to  the  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Fogarty],  He  has  made  a 
good  presentation  of  this  legislation  to 
the  committee.  He  has  been  eminently 
fair,  even  though  we  may  disagree.  I 
hope  the  committee  will  support  my 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  has  expired. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  8  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 
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There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  WierI. 

Mr.  WIER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  antici¬ 
pated  when  this  appropriation  bill  came 
up  in  which  the  agencies  of  labor  are 
quite  considerably  involved,  that  again 
the  labor  movement  would  be  the  whip¬ 
ping-boy.  The  last  vote  was  an  indi¬ 
cation  to  me  which  I  simply  could  not 
let  pass  without  presenting  to  the  House 
some  of  the  involvement.  So  far  as  Mr. 
Ching  is  concerned,  I  am  not  always  in 
agreement  with  him,  because  to  me  he- 
is  quite  conservative.  As  a  matter  of 
fact  he  is  a  little  too  conservative  so  far 
as  people  are  concerned  for  whom  he  has 
tried  to  mediate  fair  and  equitable 
agreements.  But  this  is  what  has  hap¬ 
pened  in  this  field.  During  the  Eighti¬ 
eth  Congress  in  my  city  where  the  Con¬ 
ciliation  and  Mediation  agency  is  located, 
you  have  three  field  men.  As  a  result  of 
the  cut  in  the  budget  of  the  Mediation 
and  Conciliation  Service,  it  meant  the 
laying  off  of  two  of  the  field  men.  With 
about  1,500  separate  labor  unions  in  the 
State  of  Minnesota  whose  contracts  come 
up  every  year  there  has  been  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  in  every 
other  legislative  body  an  appeal  that 
those  labor  unions  have  a  little  patience 
in  their  attempt  and  in  their  desire  to 
arrive  at  a  settlement  without  a  wage 
dispute  or  a  labor  dispute. 

For  the  past  three  years  I  have  been 
beset  by  the  labor  unions  in  the  State 
of  Minnesota  for  some  relief  in  their 
efforts  to  get  a  field  man  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service 
to  sit  in  and  try  to  iron  out  the  differ¬ 
ences  between  management  and  labor. 
In  the  office  of  Mr.  Carlgren  in  Minneap¬ 
olis  I  venture  to  say  that  as  of  this  date 
there  are  over  400  requests  for  media¬ 
tion  between  employers  and  the  labor 
unions  awaiting  action.  I  think  we  in 
Washington  sympathized  very  much 
with  the  railway  trainmen  who  recent¬ 
ly  had  a  dispute  here  which  all  of  us  felt 
was  a  rather  desperate  situation,  but 
after  waiting  two  years  patience  ceases 
to  be  a  virtue,  and  unless  there  is  ma¬ 
chinery  to  process  these  fights,  justice 
will  not  be  done.  I  hope  this  cut  will  not 
pass  and  that  the  representative  of  the 
Federal  Mediation  Board  be  preserved 
so  that  we  can  process  some  of  these 
labor  disputes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Crawford], 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  know  how  this 
Congress  can  justify  increasing  this  rate 
to  $75  a  day.  If  we  are  for  anything 
we  are  in  favor  of  stabilizing  these  prices 
and  preventing  further  advances  in  the 
price  level.  That  means  no  further  ad¬ 
vances  in  wages  and  salaries.  I  say,  if 
we  are  for  anything  we  are  in  favor  of 
stabilizing  these  prices. 

Take  the  work  days  in  a  year  and  mul¬ 
tiply  them  by  50,  and  you  will  find  that 
it  is  a  little  more  salary  than  you  get  as 
a  Member  of  Congress.  If  you  put  it 
up  to  $75  a  day,  from  a  straight  dollar 
standpoint  it  seems  to  me  a  great  many 
Members  of  Congress  would  be  seeking 


to  be  released  from  their  present  jobs 
and  going  out  and  taking  some  of  this 
per  diem  gravy.  I  wish  someone  would 
get  up  here  and  justify  this  increase  in 
pay  that  is  proposed  here. 

Mr.  WIER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Yes,  I  yield. 

Mr.  WIER.  I  will  tell  you  what  is 
happening  all  over  the  country.  Major 
industry  all  over  this  country  has  put 
on  their  own  personnel  labor  directors. 
Where  do  they  get  them? 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  What  does  that 
have  to  do  with  stabilizing  the  price 
level? 

Mr.  WIER.  It  has  this  to  do  with 
It - 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Now  I  do  not  yield 
any  further.  That  is  all  I  have  time  for, 
I  asked  a  question  and  you  started  talk¬ 
ing  about  major  industry.  You  can  con¬ 
demn  one  side  or  the  other  until  you 
have  the  wage  level  up  to  $50  an  hour, 
and  the  price  of  a  loaf  of  bread  up  to 
$8  a  loaf.  You  cannot  justify  your  argu¬ 
ment  in  favor  of  stabilizing  wages  and 
then  sit  here  every  chance  you  get  and 
vote  to  increase  wages.  Let  us  support 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Rees!  and  hold 
this  rate  to  $50  per  day  at  the  present 
time,  and  I  will  wager  the  Administra¬ 
tor,  Mr.  Ching,  can  get  all  the  good 
people  he  needs.  There  is  no  question 
about  that  in  my  mind. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  has  expired. 

The  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do 
not  know  whether  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Crawford]  knows 
whether  Mr.  Ching  can  get  these  men 
or  not.  For  3  or  4  years  he  has  been 
telling  the  committee  he  cannot  get 
them,  and  if  there  is  anybody  who  knows 
whether  he  can  get  them  or  not,  that 
one  man  is  Mr.  Ching. 

I  think  we  should  realize  this:  Emer¬ 
gency  boards  appointed  by  the  President 
in  railroad  disputes  are  paid  $100  a  day 
per  member.  There  are  arbitrators  in 
this  country  who  are  getting  more  than 
$100  a  day.  In  the  item  we  just  passed, 
the  National  Railroad  Adjustment 
Board,  they  give  $75  a  day  to  referees  in 
deadlocked  cases. 

It  has  been  testified  by  Mr.  Ching  that 
they  are  taken  away  from  a  business  of 
some  kind,  or  they  have  judges  in  some 
cases  who  are  experts  in  some  particular 
field.  You  cannot  send  a  carpenter  in 
to  settle  a  nation-wide  steel  strike.  They 
must  have  someone  who  is  of  -a  high  type 
and  high  caliber.  If  you  do  hot  have 
that  type  of  man  you  cannot  expect  the 
results  you  are  after.  You  cannot  send 
an  unqualified  man  in  to  do  a  real  man’s 
job  in  settling  a  nation-wide  dispute. 

The  fact  is  this  was  raised  from  $50 
to  $75  a  year  or  so  ago.  It  is  not,  as 
someone  mentioned,  that  we  are  raising 
it  this  year  for  the  first  time.  Mr.  Ching 
testified  before  this  committee  previous¬ 
ly  that  it  was  impossible  for  him  to  get 
men.  The  rate  at  that  time  was  $35  a 
day.  He  could  not  get  men  to  sit  on 
these  boards  who  were  qualified,  in  his 
judgment,  to  do  the  job  of  mediating 


and  conciliating  these  particular  dis¬ 
putes  on  a  nation-wide  basis. 

During  the  hearings  I  said,  “This  year 
these  people  get  $75.”  Mr.  Ching  said, 
“Yes.” 

We  had  some  language  in  the  bill  for 
1951  to  pay  the  men  $75  a  day,  but  up 
until  the  time  this  hearing  was  held  not 
one  dime  was  spent  for  this  particular 
kind  of  arbitration.  It  is  put  in  there 
for  a  purpose.  When  he  gets  into  a 
stalemate  on  a  Nation-wide  basis,  when 
he  has  to  take  men  away  from  business 
or  a  man  sitting  on  the  supreme  court  in 
some  State,  who  has  had  experience  in 
settling  these  particular  disputes,  that 
is  the  man  he  reaches  for  and  gets,  be¬ 
cause  he  is  the  most  competent  man,  in 
his  opinion,  to  handle  and  settle  that 
dispute.  That  is  the  only  reason  we  have 
it  in  there,  not  because  of  anything  the 
committee  wants  to-  do,  but  because  of 
the  evidence  that  was  presented  to  us 
which  indicated  that  it  was  the  thing  to 
do.  It  is  merely  standby  authority  to  be 
used  only  when  it  is  really  needed. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  has  ex¬ 
pired.  All  tirpe  has  expired. 

.  The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Kansas. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Title  VII — General  Provisions 

Sec.  701.  No  part  of  any  appropriation 
contained  in  this  act  shall  be  used  to  pay 
the  salary  or  wages  of  any  person  who  en¬ 
gages  in  a  strike  against  the  Government 
of -the  United  States  or  who  is  a  member 
of  an  organization  of  Government  employees 
that  asserts  the  right  to  strike  against  the 
Government  of  the  United  States,  or  who 
advocates,  or  is  a  member  of  an  organiza¬ 
tion  that  advocates,  the  overthrow  of  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  by  force 
or  violence:  Provided,  That  for  the  purposes 
hereof  an  affidavit  shall  be  considered  prima 
facie  evidence  that  the  person  making  the 
affidavit  has  not  contrary  to  the  provisions 
of  this  section  engaged  in  a  strike  against 
the  Government  of  the  United  States,  is  not 
a  member  of  an  organization  of  Government 
employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike 
against  the  Government  of  the  United  States, 
or  that  such  person  does  not  advocate,  and 
is  not  a  member  of  an  organization  that 
advocates,  the  overthrow  of  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  by  force  or  violence: 
Provided  further,  That  any  person  who  en¬ 
gages  in  a  strike  against  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  or  who  is  a  member  of  an 
organization  of  Government  employees  that 
asserts  the  right  to  strike  against  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  United  States,  or  who  advo¬ 
cates,  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organiza¬ 
tion  that  advocates,  the  overthrow  of  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  by  force 
or  violence  and  accepts  employment  the 
salary  or  wages  for  which  are  paid  from  any 
appropriation  contained  in  this  act  shall  be 
guilty  of  a  felony  and,  upon  conviction, 
shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $1,000  or  im¬ 
prisoned  for  not  more  than  1  year,  or  both: 
Provided  further,  That  the  above  penalty 
clause  shall  be  in  addition  to,  and  not  in 
substitution  for,  any  other  provisions  of 
existing  law. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Smith  of  Wis¬ 
consin:  Page  39,  after  line  7,  add  a  new 
section  as  follows: 

“No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained 
in  this  act  shall  be  used  for  publicity  or 
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propaganda  purposes  not  heretofore  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Congress.” 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  the  purpose  of  this  amendment  is 
to  prevent  as  far  as  possible  the  spend¬ 
ing  of  unreasonable  amounts  for  propa¬ 
ganda  and  publicity  purposes.  It  in  no 
way  affects  the  amount  as  authorized  in 
this  bill.  The  two  agencies  affected  are 
Labor  and  Federal  Security. 

We  know  that  as  far  as  Mr.  Ewing  is 
concerned  he  is  constantly  propagandiz¬ 
ing  the  country  on  socialized  medicine. 

A  look  at  an  analysis  or  a  breakdown 
of  the  schedule  shows  that  for  Labor, 
item  No.  6,  Printing  and  reproduction, 
we  have  the  amount  of  $532,151.  Just 
what  that  covers  I  have  not  been  able 
to  discover,  at  least  members  of  the 
committee  on  our  side  of  the  aisle  have 
not  been  able  to  learn  specifically  what 
is  covered. 

Under  social  security  we  give  to  Mr. 
Ewing  the  grand  sum  of  $2,185,615  for 
printing  and  reproduction.  We  have 
some  idea,  I  believe,  we  know  what  some 
of  this  money  will  go  for.  I  want  to  call 
attention  to  the  testimony  that  was  de¬ 
veloped  in  the  committee  on  the  activities 
of  Mr.  Ewing,  and  at  this^point  I  would 
like  to  say  to  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Fogarty],  that  I  believe  he 
and  his  subcommittee  have  been  tough 
on  the  social -security  agency,  they  have 
done  a  fine  job  but  I  think  we  can  be 
still  more  tough  on  Mr.  Ewing.  I  would 
like  to  read  a  colloquy  between  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Hed¬ 
rick]  ,  of  the  committee,  and  Mr.  Ewing 
from  page  346  of  the  hearings  for  the 
Federal  Security  Agency:  . 

Mr.  Hedrick.  Mr.  Ewing,  you  stated  a  few 
minutes  ago  that  you  made  a  good  many 
speeches  and  had  requests  to  make  lots  of 
speeches. 

Mr.  Ewing.  Yes. 

Mr.  Hedrick.  I  would  like  to  inquire  how 
many  speeches  you  made  during  the  calendar 
year  of  1950  advocating  compulsory  health 
insurance. 

Mr.  Ewing.  I  would  have  to  check  that. 

Mr.  Hedrick.  About  how  many? 

Mr.  Ewing.  I  would  be  afraid  to  guess.  I 
think  I  furnished  the  figures  for  1949  to  the 
Buchanan  committee,  but  I  have  never  made 
it  up  for  this. 

Mr.  Hedrick.  What  about  1949? 

Mr.  Ewing.  I  believe  it  is  here.  However,  I 
do  not  think  they  break  it  down  as  to  subject 
matter.  I  have  that  broken  down  someplace. 

This  information  was  apparently  sub¬ 
mitted  later: 

A  total  of  18  speeches  dealing  in  whole  or 
in  part  with  health  insurance  were  delivered 
during  the  calender  year  1949  by  the  Federal 
Security  Administrator,  or  one  of  his  im¬ 
mediate  assistants  keeping  a  speaking  en¬ 
gagement  which  he  was  unable  to  fill. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  think  I  can  add  to 
the  gentleman’s  statement  by  saying 
that  in  the  educational  field  much  prop¬ 
aganda  has  come  out  of  that  office  ad¬ 
vocating  the  transition  from  a  national 
sovereignty  to  a  one-world  government. 
I  know  that  because  the  superintend¬ 
ent  of  public  instruction  irl  my  State  re¬ 
ceived  part  of  this  material. 


Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  his  observation. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  YATES.  Would  not  the  effect  of 
the  gentleman’s  amendment  in  using 
the  word  “propaganda”  jeopardize  pub¬ 
lication  by  the  Children’s  Bureau  of 
pamphlets  pertaining  to  the  training 
and  growth  bf  children?  The  Chil¬ 
dren’s  Bureau  put  out  a  number  of  pam¬ 
phlets  on  the  subject  of  children,  in¬ 
cluding  the  subject  of  infant  care  and 
progressively  the  subjects  are  dealt  with 
as  the  ages  of  the  children  advance. 
Would  not-  the  gentleman  believe  that 
using  the  term  “propaganda”  without 
attempting  to  limit  it  to  the  health -in¬ 
surance  program  would  jeopardize  the 
entire  program  of  the  National  Security 
Agency  and  should  not  the  gentleman’s 
amendment  more  properly  be  addressed 
to  propaganda  concerning  the  health- 
insurance  program? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  I  would 
not  agree  with  the  gentleman.  It  seems 
to  me  that  we  can  well  distinguish  be¬ 
tween  what  is  propaganda  and  what  is 
educational  matter. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  has  expired. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  pro¬ 
ceed  for  two  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS.  I  think  there  is  a  very 
marked  distinction.  The  gentleman’s 
amendment  runs  only  to  matters  which 
have  not  had  the  support  or  the  approv¬ 
al  of  the  Congress.  The  matter  of  get¬ 
ting  out  booklets  has  always  had  the 
approval  of  Congress  through  action  of 
the  committee  on  which  the  gentleman 
serves. 

Mr.  WIER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  WIER.  In  the  gentleman’s  open¬ 
ing  statement  he  made  reference  to  two 
agencies  that  were  getting  out  consider¬ 
able  printed  matter  and  propaganda. 
Let  us  get  back  to  the  Labor  Department. 
Has  the  gentleman  at  any  time  witnessed 
any  material  coming  out  of  the  Labor 
Department  which  he  would  term  propa¬ 
ganda? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  Well,  I 
think  that  is  obvious. 

Mr.  WIER.  Let  us  talk  about  propa¬ 
ganda  now. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  That  is 
propaganda. 

Mr.  BUSBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  BUSBEY.  While  we  are  talking 
about  Oscar  Ewing,  I  asked  for  a  break¬ 
down  from  Mr.  Ewing  when  we  had  the 
hearings  on  the  travel  expenses  of  not 


only  himself  but  the  other  members  of 
his  administrative  staff,  which  I  shall  in¬ 
clude  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  may  I  conclude  by  merely  pointing 
out  that  this  is  a  prohibition  which 
affects  those  agencies  that  have  not  al¬ 
ready  been  set  up  and  their  present  pro¬ 
grams.  It  does,  however,  prohibit  the 
extension  of  propaganda  and  publicity 
any  further.  I  intend  in  future  appro¬ 
priation  bills  to  attempt  to  have  inserted 
this  same  provision  because  I  believe  that 
the  American  people  are  fed  up  with 
political  and  propaganda  handouts  from 
the  Federal  Government.  This  is  an 
abuse  that  strikes  directly  at  our  free 
institutions.  The  time  to  stop  the  prac¬ 
tice  is  now. 

Mr.  BUSBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  BUSBEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BUSBEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  know 
the  membership  of  the  committee  will 
be  interested  to  know  some  of  the  trav¬ 
eling  expenses  that  have  been  incurred 
in  the  Federal  Security  Agency. 

May  I  give  this  information  to  the 
committee  at  this  time: 

Mr.  Ewing  has  spent  a  total  of  $3,- 
398.22;  Mr.  Thurston,  $807.31;  Mr. 
Bernstein,  $2,607.96;  Anna  Hedgeman, 
$2,384.15;  Mary  Switzer,  $1,148;  Theo¬ 
dore  Hayes,  $236.10;  Jewell  Swofford, 
$1,211.96;  and  Elizabeth  Kavary,  $1,- 
963.94;  making  a  total  of  $13,758.48. 

There  are  other  totals  to  be  added, 
such  as  administrative  planning,  budget 
division,  personnel  division,  and  service 
operations  amounting  to  $4,465.98,  and 
some  information  that  went  along  with 
those  speeches  amounting  to  $863.84, 
making  a  grand  total  of  $19,088.30. 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin,  but  I  hope  that  all 
future  appropriation  bills  will  contain 
this  provision.  It  seems  to  me  that  if 
we  are  to  save  the  taxpayers  money  the 
one  place  we  can  do  it  is  to  place  a 
limitation  on  the  propaganda  machine 
of  the  Federal  Government.  I  do  not 
have  the  recent  figures  of  the  publicity 
and  propaganda  activities  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  The  latest  that  are  available 
are  1946.  But,  the  Budget  Bureau  shows 
that  in  1946  the  total  expenditures  in 
the  Executive  branch  for  publicity  and 
propaganda  amounted  to  $75,000,000. 
That  probably  was  raised,  from  the  in¬ 
formation  I  have  been  able  to  get  from 
the  various  departments,  amounting  to 
an  increase  in  appropriations  of  some¬ 
thing  over  $100,000,000  as  of  today. 

Back  in  1946  there  were  45,000  Fed¬ 
eral  employees  engaged  in  information 
and  publicity  and  propaganda  activities 
of  the  Federal  Government  where  you 
could  put  your  finger  on  them,  but  the 
greater  bulk  of  the  publicity  and  propa¬ 
ganda  that  goes  on  within  the  execu¬ 
tive  departments  of  our  Government  is 
not  conducted  by  those  who  are  listed 
as  information  specialists  but  those  who 
are  drawing  salaries  under  some  other 
heading  and  going  out  to  organize  their 
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influence  on  the  Congress  throughout 
the  country.  In  1946  it  was  $75,000,000; 
today  it  is  probably  $100,000,000,  but 
just  10  years  ago  the  figure  for  publicity 
and  propaganda  in  the  United  States 
was  $27,770,000;  or,  in  other  words, 
there  has  been  an  increase  over  the  past 
10  years  of  over  three  hundred-fold  in 
the  amount  of  the  taxpayers  money  that 
is  being  used  for  that  purpose. 

Let  me  just  call  your  attention  to  a 
few  of  the  things  that  are  done  with 
taxpayers  money  to  bring  that  about. 
In  the  Federal  Security  agency,  in  their 
attempt  to  propagandize  for  socialized 
medicine,  they  set  up  teams  to  send 
throughout  the  country  to  organize  local 
groups  and  then  get  those  local  groups 
to  put  the  heat  on  the  Congress.  One 
of  the  bulletins  and  one  of  the  pam¬ 
phlets  taken  from  the  files  of  the  Federal 
Security  Agency  to  be  used  by  their 
training  officers  set  out  to  organize  these 
meetings  show  the  following:  These 
are  the  topics  that  the  training  officers 
have  to  use  in  organizing  these  groups. 
First,  they  are  to  set  up  techniques  for 
the  organization  of  citizens  groups;  the 
second  thing  is  the  formation  of  pres¬ 
sure  groups  and,  third,  methods  of  bring¬ 
ing  about  group  action.  The  Federal 
employees  were  being  paid  to  go  out  to 
organize  groups  to  bring  pressure  on  this 
Congress.  One  of  these  statements  said 
that  the  Federal  employees  arranged 
the  meetings;  they  invited  the  delegates; 
they  trained  the  delegates,  they  pre¬ 
sided  at  the  meetings,  and  then  framed 
a  formal  summary  of  resolution  for  ac¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  that  the  one 
place  we  certainly  can  save  the  taxpayers 
money  is  the  adoption  of  this  amend¬ 
ment  and  amendments  similar  to  it  in 
all  future  appropriation  bills  to  cut  out 
this  illegal  expenditure  which  amounts 
to  something  over  $100,000,000  a  year. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  10  minutes,  5  minutes  to 
be  reserved  to  the  committee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  MeaderL 

Mr.  MEADER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr, 
Smith]  . 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  this  subject  is 
one  of  greatest  importance  to  the  Con¬ 
gress.  It  deserves  more  attention  than 
can  be  given  in  this  fashion  in  debate  on 
an  amendment  to  an  appropriation  bill. 
We  are  indebted  to  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Bow]  for  the  information  he 
has  presented  here  in  this  debate  this 
afternoon,  which  he  derived  from  his 
service  as  counsel  for  a  committee  in¬ 
vestigating  propaganda  activities  of  the 
Federal  Government. 

There  is  far  more  than  merely  the 
amount  pf  money  involved  in  this  par¬ 
ticular  principle.  I  have  previously 
urged  my  belief  that  it  is  necessary  to 
strengthen  the  Congress  in  the  interest 
of  formulating  national  policy  by  the 


people  themselves.  It  is  a  corollary  to 
that  principle  that  public  opinion  ought 
not  to  be  subjected  to  influence  and 
direction  by  the  executive  agencies,  the 
administrative  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  in  the  manner  that  it  is  today. 
In  a  democracy,  where  public  opinion 
rules  in  the  long  run,  the  media  of  com¬ 
munication:  the  press,  the  radio,  tele¬ 
vision,  and  the  printed  word,  are  very 
potent  weapons  in  the  control  of  the 
affairs  of  this  country.  The  people 
should  not  finance  use  of  these  agencies 
to  foster  and  perpetuate  the  bureau¬ 
crats — not  the  people’s  objectives  in  na¬ 
tional  policy. 

If  $100,000,0C0  is  being  spent  by  the 
Federal  agencies  in  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government  for  the  purpose  of  in¬ 
fluencing  opinion,  I  say  that  is  a  trend 
and  a  tendency  which  is  not  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  government  by  the  people  but 
in  the  direction  of  bureaucratic  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  thinking  of  the  electorate 
of  this  country.  That  is  the  basic  ques¬ 
tion  which  is  involved  in  the  principle 
involved  here  in  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

I  am  not  sure  that  simply  prohibiting 
the  use  of  funds  for  publicity  and  propa¬ 
ganda  will  be  an  adequate  way  to  deal 
with  this  problem.  I  should  like  to  ask 
*  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  to 
what  extent  the  subcommittee  has  been 
able  to  isolate  activities  of  the  Federal 
Government  devoted  to  propaganda  and 
publicity,  and  how  many  employees  and 
how  much  expense  is  involved  in  those 
activities. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  For  the  benefit  of 
the  gentleman,  I  will  say  that  2  or  3 
years  ago  Mr.  Ewing  was  isolated  from 
most  qf  the  publicity  and  propaganda 
that  was  being  issued  out  of  that  office. 
When  he  gets  a  look  at  the  job  they  have 
done  on  his  office  today,  when  they  cut 
out  an  additional  $250,000,  there  is  not 
going  to  be  much  left  in  there  for  any 
publicity  worth  while  or  for  the  next 
fiscal  year.  Whenever  we  hear  of  these 
things,  they  are  taken  care  of. 

Mr.  MEADER.  Does  the  committee 
have  a  staff  which,  the  year  around, 
examines  into  the  propaganda  and  pub¬ 
licity  activities  of  the  agencies  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  gentleman’s  com¬ 
mittee? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  At  the  request  of  the 
subcommittee,  a  staff  can  be  arranged 
to  investigate  anything.  We  do  not  even 
know  what  the  gentleman  calls  propa¬ 
ganda.  We  do  not  know  what  he  calls 
the  right  type  of  publicity  or  the  wrong 
type  of  publicity.  That  is  the  fault  I 
find  with  this  amendment. 

Mr.  MEADER.  May  I  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  I  should  like  to  support 
any  movement  or  any  request  he  may 
make  for  additional  staff  so  that  we  may 
find  out  the  details  about  these  expen¬ 
ditures  and  to  what  extent  the  agencies 
which  are  supposed  to  carry  out  policy 
are  attempting  to  influence  policy.  In 
my  judgment,  the  policy  should  be  made 
here  in  the  Congress  and  it  should  be 
carried  out  in  the  executive  branch  of 
the  Government.  It  is  wrong  to  have 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Government 
spending  the  taxpayers’  funds  to  influ¬ 
ence  public  thinking  and  to  create  policy. 


Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  agree  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman.  I  also  think  it  should  be 
brought  to  our  attention  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  just  referred  to  a  gentleman 
who  served  as  counsel  for  a  committee 
back  in  1947  and  1948.  The  chairman 
of  that  committee  came  before  our  com¬ 
mittee,  which  was  then  controlled  by 
the  Republicans,  and  Frank  Keefe  was 
chairman  of  the  committee,  making 
some  of  the  charges  that  have  been 
made  this  afternoon.  They  were  proven 
false.  There  was  not  an  iota  of  truth 
about  that  charge  at  all.  That  was 
under  the  leadership  of  the  gentleman’s 
own  party. 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MEADER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  BOW.  Can  the  gentleman  tell 
r_e  of  any  one  statement  that  was  made 
on  this  floor  by  me  this  afternoon  which 
was  proven  to  be  false  in  the  Keefe  com¬ 
mittee? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  did  not  say  that. 

Mr.  BOW.  That  is  exactly  the  lan¬ 
guage  that  was  used. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Let  me  get  the  gen¬ 
tleman  straight  on  that.  I  am  talking 
about  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
the  gentleman  worked  for.  He  appeared 
before  our  committee.  There  was  not 
one  iota  of  truth  in  the  charges  he  made 
before  that  committee.  That  is  what  I 
said.  I  speak  plain  English,  and  I  think 
the  gentleman  car  hear  me  as  well  as 
anybody  else  can. 

Mr.  BOW.  Will  the  gentleman  say 
what  was  in  the  committee  report  I  have 
read  from  today  that  was  proven  in  the 
Keefe  committee  not  to  be  true? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  did  not  refer  to 
the  gentleman,  I  referred  to  the  chair¬ 
man  that  he  worked  for. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Fogarty]  to  close  debate. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
not  going  to  get  excited  about  this 
amendment,  or  at  least  I  will  try  not 
to  get  excited,  but  I  do  think  it  is  a 
poor  way  of  doing  business.  Here  you 
are  limiting  the  amount  of  publicity 
and  propaganda  which  may  be  issued 
by  any  agency  of  government  in  this 
bill  and  yet  you  do  not  define  in  the 
amendment  what  propaganda  is  or  what 
publicity  is.  You  have  no  idea  at  all 
of  the  number  of  publications  that  are 
issued  or  of  the  type  of  publications,’ or 
anything  else.  All  you  want  to  do  is  to 
cut  it  out  and  not  a  word  is  said  about 
where  the  cut  is  to  be  made.  The  same 
thing  has  been  done  this  afternoon  on 
some  of  these  other  cuts.  You  do  not 
seem  to  care  where  the  cuts  are  or  whom 
they  are  going  to  affect  or  how  much 
harm  they  are  going  to  do  to  that  par¬ 
ticular  agency  or  to  the  defense  of  the 
country.  I  say  that  especially  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  cut  which  was  made  on  the 
Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation 
Service  just  a  few  moments  ago. 

Mr.  MEADER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MEADER.  Does  the  gentleman 
have  any  idea  how  much  additional  staff 
he  would  need  for  his  subcommittee  to 
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distinguish  between  legitimate  publica¬ 
tions  such  as  statistical  reports  and  other 
official  reports  of  that  kind  by  execu¬ 
tive  agencies,  and  propaganda  which  is 
designed  to  influence  public  opinion? 
Can  the  gentleman  tell  me  how  much  of 
a  staff  he  would  need  and  whether  he 
has  asked  for  it? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  think  the  proper 
way  to  get  at  the  bottom  of  this  entitre 
thing  is  that  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin  who  has  offered  the  amendment 
and  all  the  others  who  have  spoken  *n 
favor  of  it  should  come  up  with  some 
concrete  evidence  of  what  is  being  issued 
as  propaganda  now  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  and  from  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency.  When  you  give  us  the 
proper  evidence,  then  we  will  take  steps. 
When  you  produce  the  proper  evidence 
we  will  get  a  sufficient  staff  to  make  a 
thorough  investigation.  I  make  that  as 
a  promise  now.  You  produce  the  evi¬ 
dence  and  give  us  some  of  these  booklets 
and  pamphlets  that  you  claim  are 
propaganda  and  are  being  issued  by  par¬ 
ticular  agencies  and  we  will  take  proper 
action. 

The  matter  will  not  have  to  come  be¬ 
fore  the  Congress.  The  committee  will 
do  it,  I  will  go  along  with  the  rest  of  the 
committee  and  see  to  it.  I  will  cut  out 
every  dime  in  the  appropriation  if  you 
give  us  any  evidence  of  any  pamphlet  or 
booklet  or  propaganda,  which  is  in  a 
real  sense  propaganda.  I  will  go  along 
with  the  rest  of  the  subcommittee  and 
cut  out  every  dime  of  it. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  The  testi¬ 
mony  of  Oscar  Ewing  answers  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  question.  He  has  been  propa¬ 
gandizing  for  compulsory  health  insur¬ 
ance.  He  admits  it  in  his  own  testimony. 
Is  that  not  propaganda? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  is  talking,  about  his  travel. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  No,  I  am 
not. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  It  would  have  been 
an  education  for  you,  may  I  say  to  my 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin, 
to  have  been  able  to  sit  in  with  the  sub¬ 
committee.  I  do  not  believe  that  any 
man  has  appeared  before  us  who  has 
been  questioned  more  closely  as  to  his 
activities  and  matters  he  advocates  than 
has  the  Federal  Security  Administrator. 
It  is  not  anything  new.  It  has  been 
going  on  since  he  has  been  Adminis¬ 
trator. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  Of  course, 
we  know  that  and  that  is  what  we  are 
trying  to  get  at  in  this  amendment.  He 
made  18  speeches  in  1950,  according  to 
his  own  testimony. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  was  in  1950.  He 
is  not  going  to  do  it  in  1951,  and  I  do 
not  believe  he  is  going  to  do  it  in  19.52 
because  he  knows  how  the  committee 
feels  about  it. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  I  am  from 
Missouri. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  have  asked 
the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  to 
yield  in  an  effort  to  be  helpful  to  him. 


Let  me  suggest  that  if  he  wants  evidence 
as  to  the  unnecessary  publicity  and 
propaganda  being  put  out  by  this  and 
other  Government  agencies,  all  he'*  has 
to  do  when  we  close  debate  today  and 
the  Committee  rises,  and  after  the  House 
adjourns,  is  to  go  over  to  his  office  and 
look  in  his  own  wastebasket. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  A  lot  of  it  is  coming 
from  the  National  Association  of  Manu¬ 
facturers  and  the  chambers  of  com¬ 
merce  and  all  the  rest  of  them.  That  is 
where  I  am  getting  all  the  publicity  and 
propaganda. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  am  sure  the 
gentleman  throws  away  everything  that 
he  receives  from  the  National  Associa¬ 
tion  of  Manufacturers. 

I  am  sure  he  throws  everything  that 
he  receives  from  the  National  Associa¬ 
tion  of  Manufacturers  into  the  waste¬ 
basket  and  nothing  from  the  CIO. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  No;  I  do  not.  I  read 
them  all,  because  I  like  to  get  both  sides 
of  the  subject.  I  want  to  find  out  who 
is  right  and  who  is  wrong,  and  then  try 
to  make  up  my  own  honest  opinion,  and 
I  wish  everybody  else  would  do  the  same. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  A  great  deal  of  it 
comes  from  the  organization  of  Mr. 
Rumely,  who  was  convicted  today  of  con¬ 
tempt  of  court.  The  resolution  to  cite 
him  for  contempt  only  passed  the  House 
of  Representatives  by  five  or  six  votes. 

Most  of  the  Republicans  voted  against 
authorizing  the  contempt  proceedings. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Fogarty]  has  expired. 

All  time  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin  [Mr.  Smith]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Smith  of  Wis¬ 
consin)  there  were — ayes  144,  noes  92. 

Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
mand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered;  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  Mr.  Fogarty  and  Mr. 
Smith  of  Wisconsin  to  act  as  tellers. 

The  Committee  again  divided ;  and  the 
tellers  reported  that  there  were — ayes 
156,  noes  88. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Jensen:  Page 
39,  line  8,  insert  a  new  section,  as  follows: 

“No  part  of  any  appropriations  or  author¬ 
izations  contained  in  this  act  shall  be  used 
to  pay  the  compensation  of  any  incumbent 
appointed  to  any  civil  office  or  position  which 
may  become  vacant  during  the  fiscal  year 
beginning  on  July  1,  1951:  Provided,  That 
this  inhibition  shall  not  apply — 

“(a)  to  not  to  exceed  25  percent  of  all 
vacancies; 

“(b)  to  positions  filled  from  within  the 
agency; 

"(c)  to  offices  or  positions  required  by  law 
to  be  filled  by  appointment  of  the  President 
by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate; 

“(d)  to  nurses,  doctors,  or  other  medical 
personnel,  including  orderlies,  in  the  Public 
Health  Service,  St.  Elizabeths  Hospital,  and 
Freedmen’s  Hospital; 

“(e)  to  employees  in  grades  CPC  1  and  2.” 
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Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  ef¬ 
fect  of  my  amendment  is  to  permit  the 
Labor-Federal  Security  agencies  to  fill 
25  percent  of  the  vacancies  which  oc¬ 
cur  in  those  agencies  during  the  fiscal 
year  1952,  with  some  exceptions,  as  you 
will  note. 

The  report  on  this  bill  indicates  budget 
reductions  of  some  $89,973,799  on  this 
bill.  However  it  is  not  possible  to  defi¬ 
nitely  determine  just  how  many  people 
will  have  to  be  dropped  as  a  result  of  this 
action.  Some  of  the  cuts  are  very  sub¬ 
stantial  and  the  committee  is  to  be  con¬ 
gratulated  on  their  action;  however  the 
bulk  of  the  reductions  are  in  items  for 
other  administrative  cuts.  For  example, 
the  bill  effected  reductions  in  the  follow¬ 
ing,  which  will  have  little,  if  any,  effect 
on  administrative  costs: 

Contingency  reserve  for  Bureau  of 


Employment  Security  reduced-  $4,  000,  000 
Employees  compensation  fund__  1,000,000 

Vocational  education  grants _  1,  794,  499 

Payments  to  States  for  vocational 

rehabilitation _ : _  2,  525,  000 

Grants  to  States  for  hospital  Con¬ 
struction  _  20,  000,  000 

Grants  to  States  for  public  as¬ 
sistance  _  50,  000,  000 

Grants  to  States  for  child  wel¬ 
fare  _  3,  000,  000 


Total _  82,319,499 


It  will  be  noted,  therefore,  that  this 
leaves  something  over  $7,000,000  to  be 
applied  to  administrative  costs.  How 
much  of  this  will  be  applied  to  the  reduc¬ 
tion  of  personnel  is  questionable  since 
a  portion  of  it  could  be  applied  to  the 
procurement  of  equipment,  supplies,  and 
contractual  services  of  various  kinds. 
Thus  it  can  be  readily  seen  that  the  re¬ 
duction  in  personnel  is  relatively  small, 
probably  less  than  1,000  employees  from 
the  budget  request. 

I  have  prepared  a  tabulation  from  the 
appendix  of  the  budget  document  show¬ 
ing  the  average  number  of  employees  for 
fiscal  years  1950-51  and  estimated  for 
1952.  This  indicates  a  total  number  of 
employees  in  this  bill  of  43,900  in  1950, 

46.800  in  1951,  and  48,600  for  1952.  It 
is  true  that  some  of  the  specific  agencies 
show  less  employees;  nevertheless  in  the 
aggregate  there  appears  to  be  almost 
5,000  more  employees  requested  in  1952 
than  was  provided  in  1950.  The  largest 
increase  seems  to  be  in  the  Trust  Fund 
of  the  Bureau  of  Old  Age  and  Survivors 
Insurance  which  accounts  for  about 

3.800  of  the  increase. 

It  might  be  argued  that  with  respect 
to  this  particular  bureau  that  they  are 
not  paid  for  out  of  appropriated  funds, 
nevertheless  this  should  not  be  any  rea¬ 
son  for  letting  them  get  out  of  line.  The 
more  we  protect  the  trust  fund  the  less 
necessary  it  will  be  to  increase  the  in¬ 
surance  rate  to  our  citizens  in  the  years 
to  come.  , 

Turn-over  in  the  Government  is  a 
serious  matter  and  this  amendment, 
while  seeking  economy  as  its  primary 
objective,  also  provides  an  incentive  for 
the  agencies  of  government  to  try  to 
hold  the  resignations  down  which  in  it¬ 
self  provides  some  economy  in  the  reten¬ 
tion  of  trained  employees  and  the  sav¬ 
ings  of  payments  for  accrued  annual 
leave.  Under  this  amendment  if  the 
agencies  can  improve  working  conditions 
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and  keep  employees  longer,  they  are  not 
penalized. 

In  the  hearings  before  the  Independ¬ 
ent  Offices  Appropriations  Subcommittee 
the  Civil  Service  Commission  testified 
that  they  expect  a  3  percent  per  month 
turn-over  rate  government-wide — page 
406,  part  1— in  fiscal  year  1952.  It  is  cur¬ 
rently  running  at  a  rate  of  about  2.5 
percent  and  the  increase  is  expected  to 
follow  the  pattern  of  the  last  war  when 
it  reached  a  peak  of  5.5  percent  in  1943. 

This  amendment  is  tailored  to  fit  these 
particular  agencies  and  will  not  work  any 
hardship.  It  is  noted  also  that  trans¬ 
fers  within  the  agencies  are  permitted 
under  my  amendment. 

On  the  medical  side  we  are  also 
exempting  medical  personnel.  It  is  our 
intention  to  exempt  those  medical  serv¬ 
ices  directly  contributing  to  the  comfort 
and  welfare  of  the  patient.  This  does 
not  exempt  administrative,  statistical, 
and  general  maintenance  personnel.  We 
have  likewise  exempted  custodial  em¬ 
ployees  in  the  lower  grades  recognizing 
that  the  turn-over  rate  is  quite  high  in 
this  category. 

It  is  estimated  that  this  amendment 
will  deny  the  employment  of  about  8,000 
persons  in  the  fiscal  year  1952  from  the 
approximately  48,000  requested.  Since 
they  will  be  going  off  the  rolls  on  a 
gradual  basis  we  will  assume  that  the 
8,000  is  the  equivalent  of  4,000  on  a  full- 
year  basis.  This  would  figure  roughly 
about  $16,000,000  from  the  budget  re¬ 
quest  less  whatever  the  committee  cut 
amounts  to  in  terms  of  personnel.  I 
estimate  that  this  amendment  will 
further  reduce  the  bill  now  before  the 
House  by  ten  to  eleven  million  dollars. 

Hr.  Chairman,  this  is  the  painless  way, 
and  the  effective  v/ay,  to  reduce  needless 
Federal  employees. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  for  this  time  for 
the  sole  purpose  of  asking  the  author 
of  the  amendment  a  question.  I  should 
like  to  ask  the  gentleman  whether  his 
amendment  applies  to  veterans  within 
the  departments. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  No.  No  one  who  is 
employed  today  is  affected  by  this 
amendment  whatsoever. 

Mr.  YATES.  What  about  applicants 
for  jobs  who  are  veterans? 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Well,  of  course,  it  ap¬ 
plies  to  them.  However,  they  have  pri¬ 
ority  under  the  law. 

Mr.  YATES.  But  they  could  not  get 
a  job  in  the  face  of  your  amendment 
even  though  they  have  priority  under 
the  law. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  The  gentleman  knows 
that  the  veterans  of  America  are  more 
concerned  about  saving  America  than 
anyone  else  that  I  know  of.  Certainly 
the  gentleman  knows  that  we  have  today 
over  2,200,000  people  on  the  Federal  pay¬ 
roll  which  is  at  least  750,000  more  than 
we  should  have.  The  civilian  payroll 
today  is  costing  around  $9,000,000,000. 
If  the  gentleman  wants  to  support  that 
kind  of  needless  employment,  why  he 
can  just  go  ahead. 

Mr.  YATES.  I  take  it  that  the  an¬ 
swer  to  my  question  about  disbarring 
applicants  who  are  veterans  is  “Yes.” 


Mr.  JENSEN.  Of  course  it  will. 

Mr.  YATES.  That  is  all. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  two  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  make  this 
amendment  clear  to  the  House.  It  pro¬ 
hibits  the  filling  of  vacancies  except  to 
the  extent  of  25  percent  of  all  those  that 
occur.  It  makes  an  exception  of  hos¬ 
pitals,  both  in  the  regular  Public  Health 
Service  and  the  one  out  at  Bethesda, 
and  several  other  units  where  it  is  ab¬ 
solutely  necessary  to  fill  vacancies. 

Veterans  who  are  employed  would  not 
be  affected.  Veterans  would  be  able  to 
have  priority  on  appointments  to  the 
25  percent  of  vacancies  that  would  be 
filled. 

We  all  know  that  the  only  way  really 
to  reduce  Federal  personnel  is  to  stop  the 
filling  of  vacancies,  and  that  is  what  this 
amendment  will  do. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  should  like  to  ob¬ 
serve  in  respect  to  the  question  asked  of 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois  just  a  moment  ago 
that  it  apparently  would  contemplate 
that  we  were  to  keep  any  number  of 
jobs  available  just  so  that  a  veteran 
might  have  an  opportunity  to  apply  for 
one  of  them.  My  guess  about  that  would 
be  that  the  veteran  would  resent  that 
sort  of  an  argument  just  as  much  as 
anyone  else  here. 

Mr.  TABER.  He  would.  On  top  of 
that,  there  is  a  turn-over  in  the  different 
departments  of  close  to  20  percent  in  a 
year.  There  is  going  to  be  plenty  of  op¬ 
portunity  for  the  veterans  with  their 
preferences  to  get  jobs  as  things  go 
along. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Is  it  not  a 
fact  that  we  passed  approximately  this 
same  amendment  in  the  House  last  year 
in  the  omnibus  appropriation  bill? 

Mr.  TABER.  No,  that  applied  to  10 
percent  of  vacancies  and  this  one  ap¬ 
plies  to  25  percent  of  vacancies. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  This  is  far 
more  liberal  than  the  one  the  House  ac¬ 
cepted  last  year? 

Mr.  TABER.  Yes;  and  it  has  other 
provisions  in  it.  It  is  a  very  much 
broader  amendment  and  more  liberal  to 
the  departments.  I  think  it  is  abso¬ 
lutely  necessary  if  we  are  ever  going  to 
save  any  money  to  adopt  an  amendment 
of  this  character. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  May  I  say  in  answer  to 
the  question  of  the  gentleman  who  asked 
me  about  the  veterans  that  if  anybody 
is  going  to  oppose  this  amendment  on 
the  ground  that  veterans  do  not  have 
preference,  he  certainly  does  not  have  to 
worry  about  the  veterans  of  America 
being  afraid  not  to  get  along  in  America 
so  long  as  we  have  an  America. 


Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  YATES.  What  if  it  becomes  nec¬ 
essary  as  a  result  of  events  to  take  a 
number  of  people  out  of  Government 
jobs  and  put  them  in  the  armed  forces? 
Would  not  this  amendment  play  havoc 
with  respect  to  the  replacement  of  people 
in  Government  positions? 

Mr.  TABER.  No,  it  would  not. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  It  would  be  just  ex¬ 
actly  the  opposite. 

Mi'.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  6  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Fogarty], 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  is  similar  to  one  that  was 
offered  to  the  over-all,  one-package  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  last  year  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa.  This  one  is  a  little  more 
liberal,  but  it  is  the  same  type  of  amend¬ 
ment  offered  at  that  time.  It  was  carried 
in  the  House  but  it  has  never  been  car¬ 
ried  into  law.  It  was  thrown  out  in  the 
House  and  Senate  conference  because 
they  deemed  it  at  that  time  to  be  un¬ 
workable,  impossible  of  operation,  and 
everything  else.  I  never  heard  the  con¬ 
ferees  condemn  an  amendment  so  much 
as  they  did  that  one,  because  they  found 
there  was  no  possible  way  of  making  it 
work. 

The  amendment  the  gentleman  offers 
today  is  not  quite  as  bad  as  that  one.  He 
exempted  the  same  personnel.  Instead 
of  limiting  it  to  10  percent  of  vacancies 
that  might  be  filled  in  the  next  year,  he 
raises  it  to  25  percent.  But  that  is  the 
liberal  part  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yiejd? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  If  my  amendment  had 
been  made  law  last  year  we  would  have 
saved  half  a  billion  dollars,  possibly,  but 
instead  of  that  Congress  abdictated  and 
we  said  to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
“Now,  you  save  $550,000,000.” 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  But  it  was  impos¬ 
sible,  may  I  say  to  my  friend,  it  was  im¬ 
possible  to  operate.  They  just  could  not 
find  any  head  nor  taii  on  the  whole 
thing.  You  could  not  find  out  where  it 
began  and  where  it  ended.  You  could 
not  tell  at  the  time  it  -was  offered  how 
many  jobs  were  involved  or  how  many 
jobs  it  would  exempt  or  what  classifica¬ 
tions  were  going  to  be  exempt.  I  re¬ 
member  very  well  the  afternoon  it  was 
offered  nobody  in  the  House  knew  about 
it.  You  took  us  by  surprise.  There  was 
not  a  man  in  the  House  who  could  tell 
us  exactly  how  far  the  amendment  went. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  And  it  passed  the 
House  and  should  have  been  made  the 
law  of  the  land,  and  should  be  the  law 
today. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Not  with  my  vote. 

I  do  not  know  where  the  figures  came 
from  which  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
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gave  as  to  the  number  of  positions  that 
are  increased  in  this  over-all  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  but  as  I  recall  hearing  the  fig¬ 
ures  he  gave  you,  they  were  way  out  of 
line.  The  figures  I  have  are  as  given  to 
me  by  the  Clerk  who  we  believe  to  be  in¬ 
fallible,  and  who  is  one  of  the  best  clerks 
in  the  House,  and  one  of  the  most  able 
and  conscientious  men.  He  has  handed 
me  these  figures.  The  bill  as  we  have 
reported  it  to  you,  in  the  Labor  Depart¬ 
ment  alone,  provides  for  a  cut  of  about 
670  positions  below  what  they  had  in 
1951,  assuming  the  cuts  against  adminis¬ 
trative  appropriations  are  all  applied  to 
salary  items,  as  most  of  it  would  be.  That 
Is  not  below  the  budget  estimate,  but 
below  what  they  had  in  1951.  The  Clerk 
informed  me  that  figure  comes  from  a 
quick  calculation  made  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  at  his  request.  As  far  as  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Security  Agency  is  concerned,  on  the 
same  basis,  we  cut  them  about  880  posi¬ 
tions  below  what  they  had  last  year — 
not  below  the  budget  estimate,  but  below 
What  they  had  last  year.  That  is  what 
we  are  talking  about.  We  are  not  talk¬ 
ing  about  budget  estimates.  We  are  talk¬ 
ing  about  decreases  and  cuts  that  we 
have  made  below  the  1951  figures,  and  if 
you  show  me  another  committee  that 
Comes  in  with  a  bill'  like  this  one  and 
which  will  show  as  deep  cuts  as  we  have 
made  I  want  to  be  around  to  see  it.  In 
all  honesty  and  in  all  fairness  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa,  I  want  to  say  that 
we  have  been  sincere  in  our  efforts  this 
year  to  bring  in  a  good  bill.  We  have 
gone  much  further  in  cuts  than  I  would 
like  to  have  gone,  to  be'  honest  with  you. 
Deeper  cuts  have  been  made  in  places 
in  this  bill  than  I  have  voted  for  since 
I  have  been  a  member  of  this  committee. 

I  believe  it  was  the  insistence  of  men 
like  George  Schwabe  and  Fred  Busbey 
and  others,  and  some  on  the  Democratic 
side,  and  because  of  the  situation  we 
find  ourselves  in  at  the  present  time, 
as  well  as  our  economic  situation,  that 
I  went  along  because  we  wanted  to  have 
a  unanimous  report.  I  tried  to  explain 
yesterday  in  general  debate  the  limited 
field  that  we  have  to  work  in  where  we 
can  make  cuts.  I  tried  to  explain  yes¬ 
terday  that  88  percent  of  the  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Department  of  Labor  is  tied 
up  in  items  that  we  cannot  touch  because 
it  is  in  two  grants,  grants  to  the  States 
for  employment  security,  and  the  em¬ 
ployees  compensation  fund.  Those  two 
items  amount  to  88  percent  of  the  total 
Labor  Department  appropriation  bill. 
We  only  had  12  percent  of  the  appropri¬ 
ation  to  work  with,  and  we  cut  that  part 
of  the  appropriation  by  almost  10  per¬ 
cent.  We  also  cut  it  below  1951.  That 
is  what  we  did  with  the  Labor  Depart¬ 
ment. 

I  gave  the  figures  yesterday  showing 
how  we  were  effectively  limited  in  mak¬ 
ing  greater  cuts  in  appropriations  for  the 
Federal  Security  Agency,  particularly 
because  of  legislation  that  ties  our 
hands.  There  we  went  below  what  they 
had  last  year. 

There  are  many  things  that  I  was  per¬ 
sonally  interested  in,  and  which  I  would 
like  to  have  seen  the  committee  increase. 
But  we  just  could  not  do  it  under  present 


circumstances.  I  have  not  had  a  chance 
to  talk  about  public  health  here  this 
afternoon.  If  only  I  had  my  way  there 
would  be  some  of  these  national  in¬ 
stitutes,  like  the  Heart,  Cancer,  Mental 
Health,  Arthritis,  Neuralagical  Dis¬ 
eases,  and  Blind  Institutes.  If  I  only  had 
my  way,  they  would  get  more  money  be¬ 
cause  we  could  save  lives  by  giving  such 
institutes  money.  This  year  I  had  hoped 
to  be  able  to  do  something  for  the  Can¬ 
cer  Institute.  It  is  cancer  month  now 
and  the  cancer  drive  is  going  on  all  over 
the  country.  I  do  not  believe  there  is  an 
uglier  word  in  our  dictionary  or  in  our 
vocabulary  than  the  word  “cancer.” 
Cancer  is  killing  over  200,000  people  a 
year  right  here  in  our  country.  I  would 
like  to  have  offered  an  amendment  to 
increase  them  by  $5,000,000  for  an  educa¬ 
tional  program.  If  you  men  could  have 
seen  some  of  the  people  I  have  seen,  some 
of  them  close  to  me,  who  have  died  from 
cancer,  you  would  have  gone  along  with 
me.  If  you  had  gone  along  with  me  a 
year  ago  on  that  raise,  that  would  have 
been-  the  greatest  answer  to  socialized 
medicine  that  could  have  been  made. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

All  time  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  .the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Jensen]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Fogarty), 
there  were — ayes  144,  noes  100. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  concluded  the  reading  of 
the  bill. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  that  the  Committee  do  now  rise 
and  report  the  bill  back  to  the  House 
with  sundry  amendments,  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendation  that  the  amendments  be 
agreed  to  and  the  bill  as  amended  do 
pass. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Price,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.  R.  3709)  making  appropriations  for 
the  Department  of  Labor,  the  Federal 
Security  Agency,  and  related  independ¬ 
ent  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1952,  and  for  other  purposes, 
directed  him  to  report  the  same  back  to 
the  House  with  sundry  amendments 
adopted  in  Committee  of  the  Whole,  with 
the  recommendation  that  the  amend¬ 
ments  be  agreed  to  and  that  the  bill  as 
amended  do  pass. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  bill  and 
all  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  separate  vote 
demanded  on  any  amendment? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
for  a  separate  vote  on  the  Jensen  amend¬ 
ment  that  was  just  adopted. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  separate  vote 
demanded  on  any  other  amendment?  If 
not,  the  Chair  will  put  them  en  grosse. 

The  other  amendments  were  agreed  to. 


The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  amendment  upon  which  a  sepa¬ 
rate  vote  is  demanded. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  39,  line  8,  Insert  a  new  section  as 
follows : 

“No  part  of  any  appropriations  or  author¬ 
izations  contained  in  this  act  shall  he  used 
to  pay  the  compensation  of  any  Incumbent 
appointed  to  any  civil  office  or  position 
which  may  become  vacant  during  the  fiscal 
year  beginning  on  July  1,  1951:  Provided , 
That  this  inhibition  shall  not  apply — 

“(a)  to  hot  to  exceed  25  percent  of  all 
such  vacancies. 

“(b)  to  positions  filled  from  within  the 
agency. 

“(c)  to  offices  or  positions  required  by  law 
to  be  filled  by  appointment  of  the  President 
by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate. 

“(d)  to  nurses,  doctors,  or  other  medical 
personnel,  including  orderlies,  in  the  Public 
Health  Service  St.  Elizabeths  Hospital,  and 
Freedmens  Hospital. 

“(e)  to  employees  in  grades  CPC  1  and  2.” 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
that  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  208,  nays  145,  not  voting  80, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  33] 

YEAS— 208 


Aandahl 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Johnson 

Abernethy 

Davis,  Wis. 

Jonas 

Adair 

Dempsey 

Jones,  Mo. 

Allen,  Calif. 

Denny 

Kearns 

Allen,  Ill. 

Devereux 

Keating 

Andersen, 

D’Ewart 

Kersten,  Wis. 

H.  Carl 

Dolliver 

Kilbum 

Anderson,  Calif .  Dondero 

Latham 

Andresen, 

Dorn 

LeCompte 

August  H. 

Ellsworth 

Lovre 

Andrews 

Fallon 

Lucas 

Angell 

Fellows 

McConnell 

Arends 

Fenton 

McCulloch 

Armstrong 

Fernandez 

McDonough 

Auchincloss 

Ford 

McGregor 

Ayres 

Forrester 

McMillan 

Baker 

Frazier 

McVey 

Bakewell 

Fulton 

Mack,  Wash. 

Bates,  Mass. 

Gamble 

Martin,  Iowa 

Battle 

Gathings 

Martin,  Mass. 

Beall 

Gavin 

Mason 

Beamer 

Golden 

Meader 

Belcher 

Goodwin 

Merrow 

Bender 

Gossett 

Miller,  Md. 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Graham 

Morano 

Berry 

Gross 

Morton  „ 

Betts 

Gwinn 

Mumma 

Bishop 

Hagen 

Murray,  Tenn. 

Blackney 

Hale 

Nelson 

Boggs,  Del. 

Hall, 

Nicholson 

Bolton 

Edwin  Arthur  Norblad 

Bow 

Hall, 

O’Hara 

Boykin 

Leonard  W. 

O’Konski 

Bramblett 

Halleck 

Ostertag 

Bray 

Harden 

Patten 

Brown,  Ohio 

Harris 

Patterson 

Brownson 

Harrison,  Va. 

Phillips 

Bryson 

Harrison,  Wyo. 

Pickett 

Buffett 

Harvey 

Poulson 

Busbey 

Hebert 

Radwan 

Bush 

Herlong 

Rankin 

Butler 

Herter 

Reece,  Tenn.l 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Heselton 

Reed,  Ill. 

Case 

Hess 

Reed,  N.  Y. 

Chenoweth 

Hill 

Rees,  Kans. 

Church 

Hillings 

Ribicoff 

Clevenger 

Hoeven 

Richards 

Cole,  Kans. 

Hoffman,  HI. 

Rivers 

Cole,  N.  Y. 

Holmes 

Sadlak 

Colmer 

Hope 

St.  George 

Cooper 

Horan 

Sasscer 

Corbett 

Hull 

Saylor 

Cox 

Hunter 

Schwabe 

Crawford 

Irving 

Scott,  Hardie 

Crumpacker 

Jackson,  Calif. 

Scott, 

Cunningham 

James 

Hugh  D.,  Jr. 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Jarman 

Scrivner 

Curtis,  Nebr. 

Jenison 

Scudder 

Dague 

Jenkins 

Seely-Brown 

Davis,  Ga. 

Jensen 

Shafer 

No.  70- 


11 


4212 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE  April  18 


Sheehan 

Talle 

Widnall 

Short 

Thompson, 

Wigglesworth 

Sikes 

Mich. 

Williams,  Miss. 

Simpson.  Ill. 

Tollefson 

Williams.  N.  Y. 

Smith,  Kans. 

Van  Pelt 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Smith.  Miss. 

Van  Zandt 

Wilson,  Tex. 

Smith,  Va. 

Vorys 

Withrow 

Smith,  Wis. 

Vursell 

Wolcott 

Springer 

Weichel 

Wolverton 

Stanley 

Werdel 

Wood,  Ga. 

Stefan 

Wharton 

Taber 

Wheeler 

NAYS— 145 

Addonizio 

Granahan 

Mitchell 

Albert 

Granger 

Morgan 

Aspinall 

Grant 

Morris 

Baring 

Green 

Moulder 

Barrett 

Gregory 

Murdock 

Bates,  Ky. 

Hardy 

Murphy 

Beckworth 

Havenner 

Norrell 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Hays,  Ark. 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

Bentsen 

Hays,  Ohio 

O’Brien,  Mich. 

Blatnik 

Hedrick 

O’Neill 

Boggs,  La. 

Heffernan 

Patman 

Bolling 

Hollfield 

Perkins 

Bonner 

HoweU 

Philbln 

Bosone 

Jackson,  Wash.  Poage 

Breen 

Javits 

Polk 

Brown,  Ga. 

Jones,  Ala. 

Preston 

Buckley 

Jones, 

Price 

Burnside 

Hamilton  C. 

Priest 

Byrne,  N.  Y. 

Jones, 

Quinn 

Carlyle 

Woodrow  W. 

Rabaut 

Carnahan 

Karsten,  Mo. 

Ramsay 

Chatham 

Kee 

Rhodes 

Chelf 

Kelley,  Pa. 

Riley 

Chudoff 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 

Robeson 

Clemente 

Kennedy 

Rodino 

Combs 

Keogh 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Cooley 

Kerr 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Crosser 

Kilday 

Rooney 

Deane 

King 

Roosevelt 

DeGraffenried 

Kirwan 

Sabath 

Delaney 

Klein 

Secrest 

Denton 

Lane 

Shelley 

Dollinger 

Lanham 

Spence 

Donohue 

Lantaff 

Steed 

Doyle 

Lind 

Stigler 

Durham 

Lyle 

Tackett 

Eberharter 

McCarthy 

Teague 

Elliott 

McCormack 

Thomas 

Engle 

McGrath 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Feighan 

McGuire 

Thornberry 

Fine 

McMullen 

Trimble 

Flood 

Mack,  Ill. 

Welch 

Fogarty 

Madden 

Whitaker 

Forand 

Magee 

Whitten 

Fugate 

Mahon 

Wier 

Furcolo 

Mansfield 

Willis 

Garmatz 

Marshall 

Winstead 

Gary 

Miller,  Calif. 

Yates 

Gordon 

Mills 

Zablockl 

NOT  VOTING— 80 

Abbitt 

George 

Rains 

Allen,  La. 

Gillette 

Reams 

Anfuso 

Gore 

Redden 

Bailey 

Greenwood 

Regan 

Barden 

Hand 

Riehlman 

Brehm 

Hart 

Roberts 

Brooks 

Heller 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Buchanan 

Hinshaw 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Budge 

Hoffman,  Mich. 

Sheppard 

Burdick 

Judd 

Sieminski 

Burleson 

Kean 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Burton 

Kearney 

Sittldr 

Camp 

Kluczynski 

Staggers 

Canfield 

Larcade 

Stockman 

Cannon 

Lesinski 

Sutton 

Celler 

McKinnon 

Taylor 

Chiperfield 

Machrowicz 

Towe 

Cotton 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Vail 

Coudert 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

Vaughn 

Dawson 

Morrison 

Velde 

Dingell 

Multer 

Vinson 

Donovan 

Murray,  Wis. 

Walter 

Doughton 

O’Toole 

Wickersham 

Eaton 

Passman 

Wood,  Idaho 

Elston 

Potter 

Woodruff 

Evins 

Powell 

Yorty 

Fisher 

Prouty 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Potter  for,  with  Mr.  Greenwood  against. 
Mr.  Taylor  for,  with  Mr.  Staggers  against. 
Mr.  Velde  for,  with  Mr.  Walter  against. 
Mr.  Judd  for,  with  Mr.  Sheppard  against. 
Mr.  Elston  for,  with  Mr.  Buchanan  against. 
Mr.  Vaughn  for,  with  Mr.  Multer  against. 


Mr.  Chiperfield  for,  with  Mr.  Sieminski 
against. 

Mr.  Woodruff  for,  with  Mr.  Heller  against. 

Mr.  Towe  for,  with  Mr.  Hart  against. 

Mr.  Stockman  for,  with  Mr.  Anfuso  against. 

Mr.  Coudert  for,  with  Mr.  Kluczynski 
against. 

Mr.  Eaton  for,  with  Mr.  Lesinski  against. 

Mr.  Slttler  for,  with  Mr.  Dingell  against. 

Mr.  Simpson  of  Pennsylvania  for,  with  Mr. 
O’Toole  against. 

Mr.  George  for,  with  Mr.  McKinnon  against. 

Mr.  Gillette  for,  with  Mr.  Yorty  against. 

Mr.  Murray  of  Wisconsin  for,  with  Mr. 
Wlckersham  against. 

Mr.  Riehlman  for,  with  Mr.  Powell  against. 

Mr.  Hand  for,  with  Mr.  Machrowicz  against. 

Mr.  Hinshaw  for,  with  Mr.  Celler  against. 

Mr.  Miller  of  Nebraska  for,  with  Mr.  Daw¬ 
son  against. 

Mr.  Kean  for,  with  Mr.  Abbitt  against. 

Mr.  Kearney  for,  with  Mr.  Bailey  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Raines  with  Mr.  Brehm. 

Mr.  Larcade  with  Mr.  Canfield. 

Mr.  Burton  with  Mr.  Hoffman  of  Michigan. 

Mr.  Hardy  with  Mr.  Vail. 

Mr.  Burleson  with  Mr.  Miller  of  New  York. 

Mr.  Evins  with  Mr.  Cotton. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

AUTHORIZING  CLERK  TO  MAKE  CORREC¬ 
TIONS  IN  SECTION  NUMBERS 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the 
engrossment  of  the  bill  just  passed,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Clerk  be  au¬ 
thorized  to  make  any  necessary  correc¬ 
tion  in  section  numbers. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  FOGARTX-  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  five  legislative  days  to  extend 
their  remarks  on  the  bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS— DE¬ 
PARTMENT  OP  THE  INTERIOR  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS 

Mr.  KIRWAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  may  have  until  mid¬ 
night  Friday,  April  20,  to  file  a  report  on 
the  Department, of  the  Interior  appro¬ 
priation  for  1952.  \ 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.,  Speaker,  I  reserve 
all  points  of  order  on  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection.  V 

ADJOURNMENT  OVER  FROM  THURSDAY 
TO  MONDAY  '\ 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speakers  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  tile 


House  adjourns  tomorrow  it  adjourn  to 
meet  on  Monday  next. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

PERMISSION  TO  ADDRESS  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  ad¬ 
dress ’the  House  for  1  minute. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

PROGRAM  FOR  NEXT  WEEK 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  asked  for  this  time  to 
inquire  of  the  program  for  next  week. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  There  will  be  no 
District  business  on  Monday.  There  will 
be  H.  R.  3461,  which  relates  to  naval 
installations,  on  which  a  rule  has  been 
granted. 

Also  H.  R.  3096  from  the  Armed  Serv¬ 
ices  Committee  relating  to  acquisition 
and  disposition  of  land  and  interest  in 
land  by  the  Army  and  other  branches  of 
the  Department  of  Defense. 

Then  there  will  be  general  debate  on 
the  Interior  Department  appropriation 
bill. 

If  there  are  any  roll  calls,  it  is  under¬ 
stood  that  they  will  be  put  over  until 
Tuesday. 

On  Tuesday  will  be  a  continuation, 
under  the  5-minute  rule,  of  the  Interior 
Department  appropriation  bill. 

Wednesday,  Thursday,  and  Friday  are 
undetermined  at  the  present  time. 

I  have  been  informed  that  sometime 
during  next  week  the  supplementary  ap¬ 
propriation  for  the  miiltary  will  be  re¬ 
ported  out.  If  so,  it  will  be  taken  up. 

Any  other  program  for  next  week  I 
will  announce  to  the  House  as  soon  as  I 
possibly  can. 

Of  course,  conference  reports,  if  any, 
may  be  brought  up  at  any  time. 
AMENDING  THE  RAILROAD  RETIREMENT 
ACT 

(Mr.  CROSSER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  CROSSER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  April 
12, 1951, 1  introduced  the  bill  (H.  R.  3669) 
to  amend  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act. 

I  am  at  this  time  introducing  another 
bill  3755  to  amend  the  Railroad  Retire¬ 
ment  Act  in  order  that  there  may  be  a 
proposal  setting  forth  legislation  sug¬ 
gested  by  4  of  the  22  railway  labor  or¬ 
ganizations,  thi’ough  their  respective 
chiefs  who  did  not  join  in  proposing  H.  R. 
3669,  which  was  proposed  and  urged  by 
18  of  the  22  chiefs,  speaking  for  their  18 
railway  labor  organizations. 

As  soon  as  the  hearings  now  scheduled 
before  the  committee  have  been  com¬ 
pleted,  we  hope  to  have  hearings  at 
once — not  only  on  the  two  measures  to 
which  I  have  referred,  but  also  to  re¬ 
ceive  any  testimony  bearing  upon  the 
other  bills  referred  to  our  Committee  for 
the  purpose  of  amending  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act. 

MINORITY  VIEWS  ON  H.  R.  2084 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
yesterday  the  Ways  and  Means  Commit- 
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H.  R.  3709 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

April  19  (legislative  clay,  April  17),  1951 
Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Labor,  the  Federal 
Security  Agency,  and  related  independent  agencies,  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Labor,  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and  related 

6  independent  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1952,  namely: 
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!  TITLE  I— DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

2  OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

3  Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 

4  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor  (hereafter  in  this  title 

5  referred  to  as  the  Secretary) ,  including  services  as  authorized 

6  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C. 

7  55a)  ;  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  two  passenger  motor 

8  vehicles  for  replacement  only;  teletype  news  service;  and 

9  payment  in  advance  when  authorized  by  the  Secretary  for 

10  dues  or  fees  for  library  membership  in  organizations 

11  whose  publications  are  available  to  members  only  or  to 

12  members  at  a  price  lower  than  to  the  general  public; 

13  $1,425,000. 

14  Salaries  and  expenses,  Office  of  the  Solicitor:  For  ex- 

15  penses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  the  Solicitor,  $1,650,000. 

16  Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Labor  Standards:  For 

17  expenses  necessary  for  the  promotion  of  industrial  safety, 

18  employment  stabilization,  and  amicable  industrial  relations 

19  for  labor  and  industry;  performance  of  safety  functions  of 

20  the  Secretary  under  the  Federal  Employees’  Compensation 

21  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.  S.  C.  784  (c)  )  ;  performance  of 

22  the  functions  vested  in  the  Secretary  by  title  I  of  the 

23  Labor-Management  Relations  Act,  1947  (29  U.  S.  C. 

24  159  (f)  and  (g)  )  ;  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  for  the 
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work  of  the  President’s  Committee  on  National  Employ 
the  Physically  Handicapped  Week,  as  authorized  by  the 
Act  of  July  11,  1949  (63  Stat.  409),  including  purchase 
of  reports  and  of  material  for  informational  exhibits;  and 
expenses  of  attendance  of  cooperating  officials  and  consultants 
at  conferences  concerned  with  the  work  of  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Standards;  $688,000. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Veterans’  Beemploy- 
ment  Bights:  For  expenses  necessary  to  render  assistance 
in  connection  with  the  exercise  of  reemployment  rights  of 
veterans  under  section  8  of  the  Selective  Training  and 
Service  Act  of  1940,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C.,  App.  308) , 
the  Service  Extension  Act  of  1941,  as  amended,  the  Army 
Beserve  and  Betired  Personnel  Service  Law  of  1940,  as 
amended,  and  section  9  (h)  of  title  I  of  the  Selective  Service 
Act  of  1948  (50  U.  S.  O.,  App.  459  (h)  ) ,  and,  under  the 
Act  of  June  23,  1943,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C.,  App. 
1472),  of  persons  who  have  performed  service  in  the 
Merchant  Marine,  $277,000. 

BUREAU  OF  APPRENTICESHIP 

Salaries  and  expenses :  E or  expenses  necessary  to  enable 
the  Secretary  to  conduct  a  program  of  encouraging  appren¬ 
tice  training,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  August  16,  1937 
(29  U.  S.  C.  50),  $2,692,000. 
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BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
general  administration  of  the  employment  service  and  un¬ 
employment  compensation  programs,  including  temporary 
employment  of  persons,  without  regard  to  the  civil  service 
laws,  for  the  farm  placement  migratory  labor  program;  for 
cooperation  with  the  United  States  Immigration  and  Natural¬ 
ization  Service  and  the  Secretary  of  State  in  negotiating  and 
carrying  out  agreements  relating  to  the  employment  of  foreign 
agricultural  workers,  subject  to  the  immigration  laws  and 
when  necessary  to  supplement  the  domestic  labor  force; 
and  not  to  exceed  $10,000  for  services  as  authorized  by 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  O. 
55a)  ;  $4,635,500,  of  which  $743,500  shall  be  for  carrying 
into  effect  the  provisions  of  title  IV  (except  section  602) 
of  the  Servicemen’s  Readjustment  Act  of  1944. 

Grants  to  States  for  unemployment  compensation  and  em¬ 
ployment  service  administration:  For  grants  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  as  amended 
(29  U.  S.  O.  49-49n) ,  for  carrying  into  effect  section  602 
of  the  Servicemen’s  Readjustment  Act  of  1944,  for  grants 
to  the  States  as  authorized  in  title  III  of  the  Social  Security 
Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  C.  501-503) ,  including,  upon  the 
request  of  any  State,  the  purchase  of  equipment  and  the 
payment  of  rental  for  space  made  available  to  such  State 
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in  lieu  of  grants  for  such  purpose,  and  for  necessary  expenses 
in  connection  with  the  operation  of  employment  office  facil¬ 
ities  and  services  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  $165,560,000, 
of  which  $6,000,000  shall  be  available  only  to  the  extent  that 
the  Secretary  finds  necessary  to  meet  increased  costs  of  ad¬ 
ministration  resulting  from  changes  in  a  State  law  or  increases 
in  the  numbers  of  claims  filed  and  claims  paid  or  salary 
costs  over  those  upon  which  the  State’s  basic  grant  (or  the 
allocation  for  the  District  of  Columbia)  was  based,  which 
increased  costs  of  administration  cannot  be  provided  for  by 
normal  budgetary  adjustments:  Provided,  That  notwith¬ 
standing  any  provision  to  the  contrary  in  section  302  (a) 
of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  shall  from  time  to  time  certify  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  for  payment  to  each  State  found  to 
be  in  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Act  of 
June  6,  1933,  and,  except  in  the  case  of  Puerto  Rico 
and  the  Virgin  Islands,  with  the  provisions  of  section  303 
of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  such  amounts 
as  he  determines  to  be  necessary  for  the  proper  and  efficient 
administration  of  its  unemployment  compensation  law  and 
of  its  public  employment  offices:  Provided  further,  That 
such  amounts  as  may  be  agreed  upon  by  the  Department 
of  Labor  and  the  Post  Office  Department  shall  be  used  for 
the  payment,  in  such  manner  as  said  parties  may  jointly 
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1  determine,  of  postage  for  the  transmission  of  official  mail 

2  matter  in  connection  with  the  administration  of  unemploy- 

3  ment  compensation  systems  and  employment  services  by 

4  States  receiving  grants  herefrom. 

5  In  canyi'ng  out  the  provisions  of  said  Act  of  June  6, 

6  1933,  the  provisions  of  section  303  (a)  (1)  of  the  Social 

7  Security  Act,  as  amended,  relating  to  the  establishment 

8  and  maintenance  of  personnel  standards  on  a  merit  basis, 

9  shall  apply. 

10  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  title  to  the 

11  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  for  grants-in-aid  of  State 

12  agencies  to  cover,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  cost  of  operation 

13  of  said  agencies  including  the  salaries  and  expenses  of  officers 

14  and  employees  of  said  agencies,  shall  be  withheld  from  the 

15  said  agencies  of  any  States  which  have  established  by  legis- 

16  lative  enactment  and  have  in  operation  a  merit  system  and 

17  classification  and  compensation  plan  covering  the  selection, 

18  tenure  in  office,  and  compensation  of  their  employees,  be- 

19  cause  of  any  disapproval  of  their  personnel  or  the  manner 

20  of  their  selection  by  the  agencies  of  the  said  States,  or  the 

21  rates  of  pay  of  said  officers  or  employees. 

22  Grants  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For  mak- 

23  mg,  after  May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  payments  to 

24  States  under  title  III  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended, 

25  and  under  the  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  as  amended,  for  the 
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first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year,  such  sums 
as  may  be  necessary,  the  obligations  incurred  and  the 
expenditures  made  thereunder  for  payments  under  such  title 
and  under  such  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  to  be  charged  to  the 
appropriation  therefor  for  that  fiscal  year. 

BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYEES’  COMPENSATION 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  necessary  administrative 
expenses  and  not  to  exceed  $46,000  for  the  Employees’ 
Compensation  Board  of  Appeals,  $1,947,000,  together  with 
not  to  exceed  $122,000  to  he  derived  from  the  War  Claims 
Fund  created  by  section  13  (a)  of  the  War  Claims  Act  of 
1948  (50  U.  S.  C.  2012). 

Employees’  compensation  fund:  For  the  payment  of 
compensation  and  other  benefits  and  expenses  (except 
administrative  expenses)  authorized  by  law  and  accruing 
during  the  current  or  any  prior  fiscal  year,  including  pay¬ 
ments  to  other  Federal  agencies  for  medical  and  hospital 
services  pursuant  to  agreement  approved  by  the  Bureau  of 
Employees’  Compensation;  continuation  of  payment  of  bene¬ 
fits  as  provided  for  under  the  head  “Civilian  War  Benefits” 
in  the  Federal  Security  Agency  Appropriation  Act,  1947 ; 

the  advancement  of  costs  for  enforcement  of  recoveries  in 

*. 

third-party  cases;  the  furnishing  of  medical  and  hospital 
services  and  supplies,  treatment,  and  funeral  and  burial 
expenses,  including  transportation  and  other  expenses  inci- 
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1  dental  to  such  services,  treatment,  and  burial,  for  such 

2  enrollees  of  the  Civilian  Conservation  Corps  as  were  certified 

3  by  the  Director  of  such  Corps  as  receiving  hospital  services 

4  and  treatment  at  Government  expense  on  June  30,  1943, 

5  and  who  are  not  otherwise  entitled  thereto  as  civilian  em- 

6  ployees  of  the  United  States,  and  the  limitations  and  author- 

7  ity  of  the  Act  of  September  7,  1916,  as  amended  (5  U.  S.  C. 

8  796) ,  shall  apply  in  providing  such  services,  treatment,  and 

9  expenses  in  such  cases;  $30,000,000,  together  with  not  to 

10  exceed  $5,000,000  to  he  derived  from  the  War  Claims 

11  Fund  created  by  section  13  (a)  of  the  War  Claims  Act  of 

12  1948  (50  U.  S.  C.  2012)  and  to  he  available  for  payments 

13  pursuant  to  sections  4  (c)  and  5  (f)  of  such  Act,  which 

14  amounts  may  be  accounted  for  as  one  fund. 

15  BUREAU  OF  LABOR  STATISTICS 

16  Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 

17  work  of  the  Bureau,  including  advances  or  reimbursement  to 

18  State,  Federal,  and  local  agencies  and  their  employees  for 

19  services  rendered,  and  not  to  exceed  $15,000  for  services 

20  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 

21  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a) ,  $5,243,000. 

22  Revision  of  consumers’  price  index:  For  expenses  nec- 

23  essary  to  enable  the  Bureau  to  complete  the  revision  of  the 

24  Consumers’  Price  Index,  including  temporary  employees  at 

25  rates  to  he  fixed  by  the  Secretary  without  regard  to  the  civil 
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1  service  and  classification  laws  and  the  Federal  Employees 

2  Pay  Act  of  1945,  as  amended;  and  services  as  authorized  by 

3  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  0.  55a)  ; 

4  $1,000,000. 

5  women’s  bureau 

6  Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 

7  work  of  the  Women’s  Bureau,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of 

8  June  5,  1920  (29  U.  S.  C.  11-16),  including  purchase  of 

9  reports  and  material  for  informational  exhibits,  $389,000. 

10  WAGE  AND  HOUR  DIVISION 

11  Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  per- 

12  forming  the  duties  imposed  by  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 

13  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  the  Act  to  provide  condi- 
11  tions  for  the  purchase  of  supplies  and  the  making  of  contracts 
^  by  the  United  States,  approved  June  30,  1936  (41  U.  S.  C. 
10  38),  including  reimbursement  to  State,  Federal,  and  local 

17  agencies  and  their  employees  for  inspection  services  ren- 

18  dered,  and  for  expenses  of  attendance  of  cooperating  officials 

19  and  consultants  at  conferences  concerned  with  the  work  of 

20  the  Division,  $8,000,000. 

21  GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  102.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 

23  salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  stenographic 

24  reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 

H.  E.  3709 - 2 
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1  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  0.  55a),  for  examination  of  esti- 

2  mates  of  appropriations  in  the  field,  and  for  expenses  of 

3  attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  function  or 

4  activity  for  which  any  such  appropriation  is  made. 

5  Sec.  103.  Not  to  exceed  5  per  centum  of  any  appro- 

6  priation  in  this  title  may  he  transferred  to  any  other 

7  such  appropriation  hut  no  such  appropriation  shall  he  in- 

8  creased  by  more  than  5  per  centum  hy  any  such  transfer: 

9  Provided,  That  no  such  transfer  shall  he  used  for  creation  of 

10  new  functions  within  the  Department. 

11  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Labor 

12  Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 

13  TITLE  II— FEDERAL  SECURITY  AGENCY 

14  AMERICAN  PRINTING  HOUSE  FOR  THE  BLIND 

15  Education  of  the  blind:  For  carrying  out  the  Act  of 
August  4, 1919,  as  amended  (20  U.  S.  C.  101) ,  $115,000. 

17  COLUMBIA  INSTITUTION  FOR  THE  DEAF 

18  Salaries  and  expenses:  For  the  partial  support  of 

19  Columbia  Institution  for  the  Deaf,  including  personal  services 
26  and  miscellaneous  expenses,  and  repairs  and  improvements, 

21  $390,000. 

22  POOD  AND  DRUG  ADMINISTRATION 

26  Salaries  and  expenses :  E or  necessary  expenses  for  carry- 
21  ing  out  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act,  as 
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amended  (21  U.  S.  C.  301-392,  Public  Law  459,  approved 
March  16,  1950)  ;  the  Tea  Importation  Act,  as  amended 
(21  U.  S.  0.  41-50)  ;  the  Import  Milk  Act  (21  U.  S.  C. 
141-149)  ;  the  Federal  Caustic  Poison  Act  (15  U.  S.  C. 
401-411)  ;  and  the  Filled  Milk  Act,  as  amended  (21  U.  S.  C. 
61-64)  ;  including  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  seven  pas¬ 
senger  motor  vehicles,  of  which  two  shall  he  for  replace¬ 
ment  only;  reporting  and  illustrating  the  results  of 
investigations;  purchase  of  chemicals,  apparatus,  and  scien¬ 
tific  equipment;  not  to  exceed  $2,000  for  payment  in  advance 
for  special  tests  and  analyses  by  contract;  and  payment  of 
fees,  travel,  and  per  diem  in  connection  with  studies  of  new 
developments  pertinent  to  food  and  drug  enforcement  opera¬ 
tions;  $5,345,000. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  certification  and  inspection  serv¬ 
ices:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  certification  or  inspec¬ 
tion  of  certain  products  in  accordance  with  sections  406,  504, 
506,  507,  604,  702 A,  and  706  of  the  Federal  Food,  Drug, 
and  Cosmetic  Act,  as  amended  (21  U.  S.  C.  346,  354,  356, 
357,  364,  372a,  and  376),  the  aggregate  of  the  advance 
deposits  during  the  current  fiscal  year  to  cover  payment  of 
fees  by  applicants  for  certification  or  inspection  of  such  prod¬ 
ucts,  to  remain  available  until  expended.  The  total  amount 
herein  appropriated  shall  be  available  for  personal  services; 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


12 


purchase  of  chemicals,  apparatus,  and  scientific  equipment; 
and  the  refund  of  advance  deposits  for  which  no  service  has 
been  rendered. 

fkeedmen’s  hospital 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for 
operation  and  maintenance,  including  repairs;  purchase  of 
one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replacement  only ;  furnishing, 
repairing,  and  cleaning  of  wearing  apparel  used  hy 
employees  in  the  performance  of  their  official  duties ;  transfer 
of  funds  to  the  appropriation  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Howard 
University”  for  salaries  of  technical  and  professional  person¬ 
nel  detailed  to  the  hospital ;  payments  to  the  appropriation  of 
Howard  University  for  instruction  of  nurses  and  actual  cost 
of  heat,  light,  and  power  furnished  hy  such  university; 
$2,906,500:  Provided,  That  no  intern  or  resident  physician 
receiving  compensation  from  this  appropriation  on  a  full¬ 
time  basis  shall  receive  compensation  in  the  form  of  wages 
or  salary  from  any  other  appropriation  in  this  title. 

HOWARD  UNIVERSITY 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  the  partial  support  of  How¬ 
ard  University,  including  personal  services  and  miscella¬ 
neous  expenses  and  repairs  to  buildings  and  grounds, 
$2,525,000. 

Plans  and  specifications:  For  the  preparation  of  plans 
and  specifications  for  construction,  under  the  supervision  of 
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1  the  General  Services  Administration,  on  the  grounds  of 

2  Howard  University  of  a  pharmacy  building,  including  engi- 

3  neering  and  architectural  services,  advertising,  and  travel, 

4  $55,500,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

5  Construction  of  buildings:  For  construction  of  buildings 

6  on  the  grounds  of  Howard  University,  under  the  supervision 

7  of  the  General  Services  Administration,  to  remain  available 

8  until  expended,  as  follows: 

9  For  construction  of  a  pharmacy  building,  together  with 

10  ^alterations  and  installations  in  connection  with  such  con- 

11  struction,  including  engineering  and  architectural  services, 

12  and  travel,  $904,500; 

13  For  payment  of  obligations  incurred  under  authority 

14  provided  under  this  head  in  the  First  Deficiency  Appropria- 

15  tion  Act,  1948,  as  amended  by  the  Second  Deficiency  Ap- 

16  propriation  Act,  1949,  to  enter  into  contracts  for  construction 

17  of  an  engineering  building,  $332,000. 

13  OFFICE  OF  EDUCATION 

19  Promotion  and  further  development  of  vocational  edu- 

20  cation:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  3  of  the 

21  Vocational  Education  Act  of  1946  (20  U.  S.  C.  15) ,  section 

22  4  of  the  Act  of  March  10,  1924  (20  U.  S.  C.  29) ,  and  sec- 
^3  tion  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1931  (20  U.  S.  O.  30) 
21  and  the  Act  of  March  18,  1950  (Public  Law  462), 
25  $18,223,261:  Provided ,  That  the  apportionment  to  the 
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States  under  the  Vocational  Education  Act  of  1946  shall 
be  computed  on  the  basis  of  not  to  exceed  $18,048,261  for 
the  current  fiscal  year:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  vocational  education 
in  distributive  occupations. 

Further  endowment  of  colleges  of  agriculture  and  the 
mechanic  arts:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  22 
of  the  Act  of  June  29,  1935  (7  U.  S.  0.  329) ,  $2,480,000. 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
Office  of  Education,  including  surveys,  studies,  investigations, 
and  reports  regarding  libraries;  fostering  coordination  of 
public  and  school  library  service;  coordination  of  library 
service  on  the  national  level  with  other  forms  of  adult 
education;  developing  library  participation  in  Federal  proj¬ 
ects;  fostering  Nation-wide  coordination  of  research  materials 
among  libraries,  interstate  library  coordination  and  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  library  service  throughout  the  country;  purchase, 
distribution,  and  exchange  of  educational  documents,  motion- 
picture  films,  and  lantern  slides;  collection,  exchange,  and 
cataloging  of  educational  apparatus  and  appliances,  articles 
of  school  furniture  and  models  of  school  buildings  illustrative 
of  foreign  and  domestic  systems  and  methods  of  education, 
and  repairing  the  same;  $3,253,000,  of  which  not  less  than 
$500,000  shall  be  available  for  the  Division  of  Vocational 
Education  as  authorized:  Provided,  That  all  receipts  from 
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non-Federal  agencies  representing  reimbursement  for  ex¬ 
penses  of  travel  of  employees  of  the  Office  of  Education 
performing  advisory  functions  to  said  agencies  shall  he  de¬ 
posited  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  to  the  credit 
of  this  appropriation. 

Payments  to  school  districts:  For  payments  to  local 
educational  agencies  for  the  maintenance  and  operation  of 
schools  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  30,  1950 
(Public  Law  874),  $28,000,000. 

Grants  for  school  construction:  For  grants  for  emer¬ 
gency  school  construction  to  school  districts  in  feder¬ 
ally  affected  areas  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of 
September  23,  1950  (Public  Law  815),  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended,  $75,000,000,  of  which  $25,000,000  is 
for  payment  of  obligations  incurred  under  authority  provided 
under  this  head  in  the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act, 
1951 :  Provided,  That  no  portion  of  this  appropriation  shall 
be  available  for  reimbursement  payments  under  section  205 
(c)  (1)  of  such  Act  with  respect  to  school  facilities  com¬ 
pleted  before  July  1,  1951:  Provided  further,  That  in 
determining  relative  urgency  of  need  for  purposes  of  pre¬ 
scribing,  under  section  206  (d)  of  such  Act,  the  order  in 
which  certifications  for  payments  from  this  appropriation 
shall  be  made  (other  than  payments  in  liquidation  of  con¬ 
tractual  obligations  incurred  prior  to  July  1,  1951),  the 
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Commissioner  shall  give  special  consideration  to  the  extent 
to  which  the  school  facilities  are  needed  in  the  interests  of 
national  defense. 

OFFICE  OF  VOCATIONAL  REHABILITATION 

Payments  to  States  (including  Alaska,  Hawaii,  and 
Puerto  Pico)  :  For  pajunents  to  States  (including  Alaska, 
Hawaii,  and  Puerto  Pico)  in  accordance  with  the  Voca¬ 
tional  Rehabilitation  Act,  as  amended  (29  U.  S.  C.,  ch.  4) , 
including  payments,  in  accordance  with  regulations  of  the 
Administrator,  for  one-half  of  necessary  expenditures  for  the 
acquisition  of  vending  stands  or  other  equipment  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  section  3  (a)  (3)  (C)  of  said  Act  for  the  use  of 
blind  persons,  such  stands  or  other  equipment  to  be  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  State  agency,  $20,475,000,  of  which  not  to 
exceed  $175,000  shall  be  available  to  the  Federal  Security 
Administrator  for  providing  rehabilitation  services  to  dis¬ 
abled  residents  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  as  authorized  by 
section  6  of  said  Act,  which  latter  amount  shall  be  available 
for  administrative  expenses  in  connection  with  providing 
such  services  in  the  District  of  Columbia:  Provided,  That 
not  to  exceed  15  per  centum  of  the  appropriation  shall  be 
used  for  administrative  purposes. 

Payments  to  States  (including  Alaska,  Hawaii,  and 
Puerto  Pico) ,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For  making,  after 
May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  jnar,  payments  to  States  in 
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accordance  with  the  Vocational  Eehabilitation  Act,  as 
amended  (including  the  objects  specified  in  the  preceding 
paragraph),  for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding 
fiscal  year  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary,  the  obligations 
incurred  and  the  expenditures  made  thereunder  to  be  charged 
to  the  appropriation  therefor  for  that  fiscal  year:  Provided , 
That  the  payments  made  pursuant  to  this  paragraph  shall  not 
exceed  the  amount  paid  to  the  States  for  the  first  quarter  of 
the  current  fiscal  year. 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  in  car¬ 
rying  out  the  provisions  of  the  Vocational  Eehabilitation 
Act,  as  amended,  and  of  the  Act  approved  June  20,  1936 
(20  U.  S.  C.,  ch.  6A),  including  not  to  exceed  $3,000  for 
production,  purchase,  and  distribution  of  educational  films; 
$705,000. 

PUBLIC  HEALTH  SERVICE 

For  necessary  expenses  in  carrying  out  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  0.,  ch.  6A) 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Act) ,  and  other  Acts,  includ¬ 
ing  (with  the  exception  of  the  appropriation  “Pay,  and  so 
forth,  commissioned  officers,  Public  Health  Service”)  pur¬ 
chase  of  reports,  documents,  and  other  material  for  publica¬ 
tion  ;  preparation  and  display  of  posters  and  exhibits  by  con¬ 
tract  or  otherwise;  packing,  unpacking,  crating,  uncrating, 
H.  E.  3709 - 3 
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drayage,  and  transportation  of  personal  effects  of  commis¬ 
sioned  officers  and  transportation  of  their  dependents  on 
change  of  station;  and  increased  allowances  to  Reserve 
officers  for  foreign  service ;  as  follows : 

Venereal  diseases:  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  sections 
314  (a)  and  363  of  the  Act  with  respect  to  venereal  diseases 
including  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  centers  for  the 
diagnosis,  treatment,  support,  and  clothing  of  persons  afflicted 
with  venereal  diseases;  transportation  and  subsistence  of  such 
persons  and  their  attendants  to  and  from  the  place  of  treat¬ 
ment  or  allowance  in  lieu  thereof;  diagnosis  and  treatment 
(including  emergency  treatment  for  other  illnesses)  of  such 
persons  through  contracts  with  physicians  and  hospitals  and 
other  appropriate  institutions;  fees  for  case  finding  and 
referral  to  such  centers  of  voluntary  patients;  reasonable 
expenses  of  preparing  remains  or  burial  of  deceased  patients ; 
recreational  supplies  and  equipment;  leasing  of  facilities 
and  repair  and  alteration  of  leased  facilities;  the  purchase  of 
not  to  exceed  fifteen  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replace¬ 
ment  only,  and  for  grants  of  money,  services,  supplies, 
equipment,  and  use  of  facilities  to  States,  as  defined  in  the 
Act,  and  with  the  approval  of  the  respective  State  health 
authorities,  to  counties,  health  districts,  and  other  political 
subdivisions  of  the  States,  for  the  foregoing  purposes,  in  such 
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amounts  and  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Surgeon 
General  may  determine;  $11,700,000. 

Tuberculosis:  To  cany  out  the  purposes  of  section  314 
(b)  of  the  Act,  $8,745,000. 

Assistance  to  States,  general:  To  carry  out  the  purposes 
of  section  314  ( c )  of  the  Act;  to  provide  consultative  serv¬ 
ices  to  States  pursuant  to  section  311  of  the  Act;  to  make 
field  investigations  and  demonstrations  pursuant  to  section 
301  of  the  Act;  and  to  provide  for  collecting  and  compiling 
mortality,  morbidity,  and  vital  statistics  (including  procure¬ 
ment  by  contract  of  transcripts  of  State,  municipal,  and  other 
records) ,  including  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  ten  pas¬ 
senger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only;  $15,960,000. 

Communicable  diseases:  To  carry  out,  except  as  other- 
wise  provided  for,  those  provisions  of  sections  301,  311,  361, 
and  704  of  the  Act  relating  to  the  prevention  and  suppression 
of  communicable  and  preventable  diseases,  and  the  interstate 
transmission  and  spread  thereof,  including  the  purchase, 
erection,  and  maintenace  of  portable  buildings;  the  purchase 
of  not  to  exceed  twenty  passenger  motor  vehicles  and  two 
aircraft  for  replacement  only;  and  hire,  maintenance,  and 
operation  of  aircraft;  $6,090,000. 

Engineering,  sanitation,  and  industrial  hygiene :  For 
expenses,  not  otherwise  provided,  necessary  to  carry  out 
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those  provisions  of  sections  301,  311,  and  361  of  the  Act 
relating  to  sanitation  and  other  aspects  of  environmental 
health,  including  enforcement  of  applicable  quarantine  laws 
and  interstate  quarantine  regulations,  and  for  carrying  out 
the  purposes  of  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  (33  U.  S.  C. 
466-466  (j)  ),  including  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  eleven 
passenger  motor  vehicles,  of  which  nine  shall  be  for  replace¬ 
ment  only;  $3,710,000. 

Grants,  water  pollution  control:  For  grants  t&  carry  out 
section  8  (a)  of  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  (33  U.  S. 
C.  466-466  (j)),  $900,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

Disease  and  sanitation  investigations  and  control,  Terri¬ 
tory  of  Alaska:  To  enable  the  Surgeon  General  to  conduct, 
in  the  Service,  and  to  cooperate  with  and  assist  the  Territory 
of  Alaska  in  the  conduct  of,  activities  necessary  in  the  inves¬ 
tigation,  prevention,  treatment,  and  control  of  diseases,  and 
the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  health  and  sanitation 
services  pursuant  to  and  for  the  purposes  specified  in  sections 
301,  311,  314  (without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  sub¬ 
sections  (d),  (f),  (h),  and  (j)  and  the  limitations  set  forth 
in  subsection  (c)  of  such  section),  361,  363,  and  704  of 
the  Act,  including  the  purchase  of  one  passenger  motor 
vehicle,  and  hire,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  aircraft, 
$1,234,000:  Provided,  That  property  of  the  Public  Health 
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Service  located  in  Alaska  and  used  in  carrying  out  tire  activi¬ 
ties  herein  authorized  may  he  transferred,  without  reimburse¬ 
ment,  to  the  Territory  of  Alaska  at  the  discretion  of  the 
Surgeon  General. 

Buildings  and  facilities,  Cincinnati,  Ohio :  F or  payment 
of  obligations  incurred  pursuant  to  authority  granted  under 
the  head  “Buildings  and  facilities,  Cincinnati,  Ohio,”  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  Administration,  in  the  Independent  Offices 
Appropriation  Act,  1951,  $2,400,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

Grants  for  hospital  construction:  For  payments  for  hos¬ 
pital  construction  under  part  C,  title  VI,  of  the  Act,  as 
amended,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $175,000,000, 
of  which  $100,000,000  is  for  payment  of  obligations  incurred 
under  authority  heretofore  granted  under  this  head:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  allotments  under  such  part  C  to  the  several  States 
for  the  current  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  an 
amount  equal  to  that  part  of  the  appropriation  granted  herein 
which  is  available  for  new  obligations. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  hospital  construction  services: 
For  salaries  and  expenses  incident  to  carrying  out  title  VI 
of  the  Act,  as  amended,  including  the  purchase  of  not  to 
exceed  three  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only, 
$1,195,000. 
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Hospitals  and  medical  care:  For  carrying  out  the  func¬ 
tions  of  the  Public  Health  Service  under  the  Act  of  August  8, 
1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  150),  and  under  sections  321,  322,  324, 
326,  331,  332,  341,  343,  344,  502,  504,  and  710  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  Act,  and  Executive  Order  9079  of 
February  26,  1942,  including  purchase  and  exchange  of  farm 
products  and  livestock ;  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  fifteen  pas¬ 
senger  motor  vehicles,  including  four  ambulances,  for  replace¬ 
ment  only;  and  firearms  and  ammunition;  $30,200,000: 
Provided,  That  when  the  Public  Health  Service  establishes 
or  operates  a  health  service  program  for  any  department  or 
agency,  payment  for  the  estimated  cost  shall  be  made  in 
advance  for  deposit  to  the  credit  of  this  appropriation. 

Foreign  quarantine  service:  For  carrying  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  sections  361  to  369  of  the  Act,  relating  to  preventing 
the  introduction  of  communicable  diseases  from  foreign  coun¬ 
tries,  the  medical  examination  of  aliens  in  accordance  with 
section  325  of  the  Act,  and  the  care  and  treatment  of 
quarantine  detainees  pursuant  to  section  322  (e)  of  the 
Act  in  private  or  other  public  hospitals  when  facilities  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  are  not  available,  including  insurance 
of  official  motor  vehicles  in  foreign  countries  when  required 
by  law  of  such  countries;  and  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed 
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twelve  passenger  motor  vehicles  of  which  ten  shall  be  for 
replacement  only;  $2,990,000. 

National  Institutes  of  Health,  operating  expenses:  For 
the  activities  of  the  National  Institutes  of  Health,  not  other¬ 
wise  provided  for,  including  research  fellowships  and  grants 
for  research  projects  pursuant  to  section  301  of  the  Act;  the 
regulation  and  preparation  of  biologic  products ;  the  purchase 
of  not  to  exceed  six  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replace¬ 
ment  only;  not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  entertainment  of  visit¬ 
ing  scientists  when  specifically  approved  by  the  Surgeon 
General;  erection  of  temporary  structures;  and  grants  of 
adrenocorticotropic  hormone  (ACTH),  cortisone,  and  other 
chemical  substances,  and  for  development  of  other  related 
compounds;  $15,500,000. 

National  Cancer  Institute:  To  enable  the  Surgeon 
General,  upon  the  recommendations  of  the  National  Ad¬ 
visory  Cancer  Council,  to  make  grants-in-aid  for  research 
and  training  projects  relating  to  cancer;  to  cooperate  with 
State  health  agencies,  and  other  public  and  private  non¬ 
profit  institutions,  in  the  prevention,  control,  and  eradica¬ 
tion  of  cancer  by  providing  consultative  services,  demonstra¬ 
tions,  and  grants-in-aid;  for  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed 
four  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only;  and  to 
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otherwise  carry  out  the  provisions  of  title  IV,  part  A,  of 
the  Act;  $19,500,000,  of  which  not  less  than  $4,625,000 
shall  be  available  exclusively  for  payment  of  obligations  for 
research  and  training  grants  incurred  under  authority  here¬ 
tofore  granted  under  this  head. 

Mental  health  activities:  For  expenses  necessary  for 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  sections  301,  302,  303,  311, 
312,  and  314  (c)  of  the  Act  with  respect  to  mental  diseases, 

$10,300,000,  of  which  not  less  than  $573,000  shall  he  avail- 

♦ 

able  exclusively  for  payment  of  obligations  for  research  and 
training  grants  incurred  under  authority  heretofore  granted 
under  this  head. 

National  Heart  Institute:  For  expenses  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  National  Heart  Act,  including 
the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  two  passenger  motor  vehicles 
for  replacement  only,  $10,000,000. 

Dental  health  activities:  For  expenses  not  otherwise 
provided  for,  necessary  to  enable  the  Surgeon  General  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Act  with  respect  to  dental 
diseases  and  conditions,  $1,500,000. 

Construction  of  research  facilities:  For  construction  of 
research  facilities,  to  be  transferred  (except  such  part  as  may 
be  necessary  for  incidental  expenses  and  purchase  of  equip¬ 
ment  by  the  Public  Health  Service)  to  the  General  Services 
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Administration,  and  to  remain  available  until  expended,  as 
follows : 

For  continuation  of  construction  of  a  combined  hospital 
and  research  building  as  authorized  under  this  head  in  the 
Federal  Security  Agency  Appropriation  Acts  of  1949  and 
1950,  $10,400,000,  of  which  $10,000,000  is  for  payment  of 
obligations  incurred  under  authority  heretofore  granted  under 
this  head. 

For  payment  of  obligations  incurred  under  authority 
heretofore  granted  to  enter  into  contracts  for  construction  of 
auxiliary  service  area  structures,  as  authorized  under  this 
head  in  the  Federal  Security  Agency  Appropriation  Act, 

1950,  $300,000. 

For  payment  of  obligations  incurred  under  authority 
heretofore  granted  to  enter  into  contracts  for  construction  of 
additional  auxiliary  structures  as  authorized  under  this 
head  in  the  Federal  Security  Agency  Appropriation  Act. 

1951,  $350,000. 

h  or  purchase  and  installation  of  additional  equipment, 
supplies,  and  furnishings  for  structures  heretofore  provided 
under  this  head,  $6,640,000. 

Commissioned  officers,  pay,  and  so  forth:  For  pay,  uni¬ 
forms  and  subsistence  allowances,  increased  allowances  for 
foreign  service  and  commutation  of  quarters  for  not  to  exceed 
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one  thousand  five  hundred  regular  active  commissioned 
officers;  for  medals,  decorations,  and  retired  pay  of  regular 
and  reserve  commissioned  officers;  for  payment  of  claims  for 
private  property  lost,  destroyed,  captured,  abandoned,  or 
damaged  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States,  as 
authorized  by  law  (31  U.  S.  0.  222c,  h;  42  U.  S.  0.  213)  ; 
and  for  six  months’  death  gratuity  pay  and  burial  payments 
for  regular  commissioned  officers;  $1,790,000,  and  the  Sur¬ 
geon  General  is  authorized  to  advance  to  this  appropriation 
from  appropriations  made  available  to  the  Public  Health 
Sendee  for  the  current  fiscal  year  such  additional  amounts  as 
may  he  necessary  for  pay  and  allowances  of  the  officers 
herein  authorized. 

Salaries  and  expenses :  For  the  divisions  and  offices  of  the 

• 

Office  of  the  Surgeon  General  and  for  miscellaneous  expenses 
of  the  Public  Health  Service  not  appropriated  for  elsewhere, 
including  conducting  research  on  technical  nursing  standards 
and  furnishing  consultative  nursing  services;  preparing  in¬ 
formation,  articles,  and  publications  related  to  public  health ; 
conducting  studies  and  demonstrations  in  public  health 
methods ;  carrying  on  international  health  activities,  including 
not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  entertainment  of  officials  of  other 
countries  when  specifically  authorized  by  the  Surgeon  Gen¬ 
eral;  and  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  two  passenger  motor 
vehicles  for  replacement  only;  $2,850,000. 
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J  SAINT  ELIZABETHS  HOSPITAL 

2  Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 

3  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  hospital,  including  purchase 

4  of  not  to  exceed  three  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  re- 

5  placement  only,  clothing  for  patients  and  cooperation  with 

6  organizations  or  individuals  in  scientific  research  into  the 

7  nature,  causes,  prevention,  and  treatment  of  mental  illness, 

8  $2,135,000. 

9  Major  repairs  and  preservation  of  buildings  and  grounds : 

10  For  miscellaneous  construction,  alterations,  repairs,  and 

11  equipment,  on  the  grounds  of  the  hospital,  including  prepa¬ 
id  ration  of  plans  and  specifications,  advertising,  and  super- 

13  vision  of  construction,  $136,500,  to  remain  available  until 

14  expended:  Provided,  That  any  part  of  this  amount  may 

15  be  transferred  to  the  General  Services  Administration. 

16  ,  SOCIAL  SECURITY  ADMINISTRATION 

17  Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Federal  Credit  Unions: 
L8  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  supervision  of  Federal  credit 

19  unions,  $175,000,  together  with  the  aggregate  of  amounts 

20  received  from  certificate,  supervision,  and  examination  fees 

21  collected  from  Federal  credit  unions  as  authorized  by  law. 

22  Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Old-Age  and  Sur- 

23  vivors  Insurance:  For  necessary  expenses,  including  pur- 

24  chase  of  four  passenger  motor  vehicles;  and  furnishing, 

25  repairing,  and  cleaning  of  wearing  apparel  and  equipment 
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used  by  building  guards;  not  more  than  $58,000,000  may 
be  expended  from  the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  insur¬ 
ance  trust  fund. 

Reimbursement  to  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  in¬ 
surance  trust  fund:  For  reimbursement  to  the  Federal  old- 
age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  for  administrative 
costs  and  for  benefits  paid  during  the  period  July  1,  1949 
through  August  31,  1950  to  the  survivors  of  veterans  of 
World  War  II  eligible  for  benefits  as  provided  under  section 
210  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  C. 
410) ,  $3,734,000. 

Grants  to  State's  for  public  assistance:  For  grants  to 
States  for  old-age  assistance,  aid  to  dependent  children, 
aid  to  the  blind,  and  aid  to  the  permanently  and  totally 
disabled,  as  authorized  in  titles  I,  IV,  X,  and  XIV  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  0.,  ch.  7, 
subch.  I,  IV,  and  X,  64  Stat.  477),  $1,250,000,000,  of 
which  such  amount  as  may  be  necessary  shall  be  available 
for  grants  for  any  period  in  the  prior  fiscal  year  subsequent 
to  March  31  of  that  year. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance: 
For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance, 
$1,463,400. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Children’s  Bureau :  For  necessary 
expenses  in  carrying  out  the  Act  of  April  9,  1912,  as 
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amended  (29  U.  S.  C.  18a) ,  and  title  V  of  the  Social  Security 
Act,  as  amended  (42  IT.  S.  0.,  cli.  7,  subcli.  V),  including 
purchase  of  reports  and  material  for  the  publications  of  the 
Children’s  Bureau  and  of  reprints  for  distribution,  $1,450,- 
000 :  Provided,  That  no  part  of  any  appropriation  con¬ 
tained  in  this  title  shall  be  used  to  promulgate  or  cany 
out  any  instructions,  order,  or  regulation  relating  to  the  care 
of  obstetrical  cases  which  discriminate  between  persons 
licensed  under  State  law  to  practice  obstetrics:  Provided 
further,  That  the  foregoing  proviso  shall  not  he  so  construed 
as  to  prevent  any  patient  from  having  the  services  of  any 
practitioner  of  her  own  choice,  paid  for  out  of  this  fund,  so 
long  as  State  laws  are  complied  with :  Provided  further,  That 
any  State  plan  which  provides  standards  for  professional 
obstetrical  services  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  the  State 
shall  be  approved. 

Grants  to  States  for  maternal  and  child  welfare:  For 
grants  to  States  for  maternal  and  child-health  services,  serv¬ 
ices  for  crippled  children,  and  child-welfare  services  as  au¬ 
thorized  in  title  V,  parts  1,  2,  and  3,  of  the  Social  Security 
Act,  as  amended  (42  IT.  S.  0.,  ch.  7,  subch.  V), 
$30,000,000:  Provided,  That  any  allotment  to  a  State 
pursuant  to  section  502  (b)  or  512  (b)  of  such  Act  shall 
not  be  included  in  computing  for  the  purposes  of  subsections 
(a)  and  (b)  of  sections  504  and  514  of  such  Act  an  amount 
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expended  or  estimated  to  be  expended  by  the  State:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  allotted  on  a 
pro  rata  basis  among  the  several  States  in  proportion  to  the 
amounts  to  which  the  respective  States  are  entitled  for  the 
current  fiscal  year  by  reason  of  section  331  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  Amendments  of  1950. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Office  of  the  Commissioner:  Tor 
expenses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  the  Commissioner  for 
Social  Security,  $219,700,  together  with  not  to  exceed 
$110,300  to  be  transferred  from  the  Federal  old-age  and 
survivors  insurance  trust  fund. 

Grants  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For  mak¬ 
ing,  after  May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  payments 
to  States  under  titles  I,  IV,  V,  X,  and  XIV,  respec¬ 
tively,  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  for  the  first 
quarter  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year,  such  sums  as  may 
be  necessary,  the  obligations  incurred  and  the  expenditures 
made  thereunder  for  payments  under  each  of  such  titles  to 
be  charged  to  the  appropriation  therefor  for  that  fiscal  year. 

In  the  administration  of  titles  I,  IV,  V,  X,  and  XIV, 
respectively,  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  pay¬ 
ments  to  a  State  under  any  of  such  titles  for  any  quarter 
in  the  period  beginning  April  1  of  the  prior  year,  and  ending 
June  30  of  the  current  year,  may  be  made  with  respect  to 
a  State  plan  approved  under  such  title  prior  to  or  during 
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such  period,  but  no  such  payment  shall  be  made  with  respect 
to  any  plan  for  any  quarter  prior  to  the  quarter  in  which 
such  plan  was  submitted  for  approval. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  ADMINISTRATOR 

Salaries,  Office  of  the  Administrator:  Salaries,  Office  of 
the  Administrator,  $2,050,000,  together  with  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $403,000  to  he  transferred  from  the  Federal  old-age 
and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund:  Provided ,  That  the 
Administrator  may  advance  to  this  appropriation  from  ap¬ 
propriations  of  constituent  organizations  of  the  Federal 
Security  Agency  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  finance 
the  regional  office  activities  of  such  constituent  organizations. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Division  of  Service  Operations: 
For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  the  Administrator, 
including  salaries  for  the  Division  of  Service  Operations;  and 
purchase  of  one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replacement 
only;  $711,500,  together  with  not  to  exceed  $123,500  to 
be  transferred  from  the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  in¬ 
surance  trust  fund:  Provided,  That  the  Administrator  may 
advance  to  this  appropriation  from  appropriations  of  con¬ 
stituent  organizations  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency  such 
sums  as  may  he  necessary  to  cover  the  charges  for  services, 
supplies,  equipment,  and  materials  furnished. 

Salaries,  Office  of  the  General  Counsel :  Salaries,  Office  of 
the  General  Counsel,  $412,000,  together  with  not  to  exceed 
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$22,950  to  be  transferred  from  the  appropriation  “Salaries 
and  expenses,  certification  and  inspection  services”,,  and  not 
to  exceed  $389,000  to  be  transferred  from  the  Federal  old- 
age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund. 

Surplus  property  disposal:  For  expenses  necessary  for 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  subsections  203  (j)  and  (k) 
of  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended,  relating  to  disposal  of  real  and  personal 
excess  property  for  educational  purposes  and  protection  of 
public  health,  $100,000. 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  202.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 
salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  examination  of 
estimates  of  appropriations  in  the  field,  and  for  payment 
in  advance  when  authorized  by  the  Federal  Security  Ad¬ 
ministrator  for  dues  or  fees  for  library  membership  in 
organizations  whose  publications  are  available  to  members 
only  or  to  members  at  a  price  lower  than  to  the  general 
public. 

Sec.  203.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 
salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  services  as 
authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 
(5  U.  S.  C.  55a) . 

Sec.  204.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available 
for  salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  travel  ex- 
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1  penses  and  for  expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings  con- 

2  cemed  with  the  function  or  activity  for  which  any  such  ap- 

3  propriation  is  made. 

4  Sec.  205.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 

5  title  to  the  Social  Security  Administration  for  grants  in  aid 

6  of  State  agencies  to  cover,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  cost  of 

7  operation  of  said  agencies  including  the  salaries  and  expenses 

8  of  officers  and  employees  of  said  agencies,  shall  be  withheld 

9  from  the  said  agencies  of  any  States  which  have  established 

10  by  legislative  enactment  and  have  in  operation  a  merit  sys- 

11  tem  and  classification  and  compensation  plan  covering  the 

12  selection,  tenure  in  office,  and  compensation  of  their  em- 

13  ployees,  because  of  any  disapproval  of  their  personnel  or  the 

14  manner  of  their  selection  by  the  agencies  of  the  said  States, 

15  or  the  rates  of  pay  of  said  officers  or  employees. 

16  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Security 

17  Agency  Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 

18  TITLE  III— NATIONAL  LABOR  RELATIONS 

19  BOARD 

20  Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 

21  National  Labor  Relations  Board  to  carry  out  the  functions 

22  vested  in  it  by  the  Labor-Management  Relations  Act,  1947 

23  (29  U.  S.  C.  141-167),  and  other  laws,  including 

24  expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  work 

25  of  the  Board  when  specifically  authorized  by  the  Chairman 
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or  the  General  Counsel ;  and  services  as  authorized  by  section 
15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ; 
$8,000,000:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  to  organize  or  assist  in  organizing  agri¬ 
cultural  laborers  or  used  in  connection  with  investigations, 
hearings,  directives,  or  orders  concerning  bargaining  units 
composed  of  agricultural  laborers  as  referred  to  in  section 
2  (3)  of  the  Act  of  July  5,  1935  (49  Stat.  450),  and  as  ( 
amended  by  the  Labor-Management  Relations  Act,  1947, 
and  as  defined  in  section  3  (f)  of  the  Act  of  June  25,  1938 
(52  Stat.  1060). 

This  title  may  he  cited  as  the  “National  Labor  Relations 
Board  Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 

TITLE  IV— NATIONAL  MEDIATION  BOARD 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
National  Mediation  Board,  including  stenographic  reporting 
services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 

1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a) ,  $400,000. 

Arbitration  and  emergency  boards:  For  expenses  nec¬ 
essary  for  arbitration  boards  established  under  section  7  of 
the  Railway  Labor  Act,  as  amended  (45  U.  S.  C.  157), 
and  emergency  boards  appointed  by  the  President  pursuant 
to  section  10  of  said  Act  (45  U.  S.  O.  160) ,  including 
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1  stenographic  reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15 

2  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  0.  55a) ,  $150,000. 

NATIONAL  RAILROAD  ADJUSTMENT  BOARD 

4  Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 

5  National  Railroad  Adjustment  Board,  including  stenographic 

6  reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  ot 

7  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a) ,  $600,000,  of  which  not 

8  less  than  $250,000  shall  be  available  for  compensation 

9  (at  iates  not  in  excess  of  $75  per  diem)  and  expenses  of 

10  referees  appointed  pursuant  to  section  3  of  the  Railway 

11  Labor  Act,  as  amended. 

12  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “National  Mediation  Board 

13  Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 


14  TITLE  V— RAILROAD  RETIREMENT  BOARD 

15  Payment  to  railroad  retirement  account:  For  an  annual 
premium  to  pi  ovide  for  the  payment  of  all  annuities,  pensions, 
and  death  benefits,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 

18  Railroad  Retirement  Acts  of  1935  and  1937,  as  amended 

19  (45  U.  S.  C.  228-228s) ,  and  for  expenses  necessary  for  the 

20  Railroad  Retirement  Board  in  the  administration  of  said  Acts 

21  as  specifically  provided  for  under  this  title,  for  crediting  to 
the  railroad  retirement  account,  an  amount  equal  to  amounts 
covered  into  the  Treasury  (minus  refunds)  during  the  cur- 

^4  rent  fiscal  year  under  the  Railroad  Retirement  Tax  Act 
(28  E.  S.  O.  1500-1538). 
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Salaries  and  expenses,  Railroad  Retirement  Board  (trust 
fund)  :  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Board,  including  not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  expenses  of  at¬ 
tendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  work  of  the  Board 
when  specifically  authorized  by  the  Board;  and  stenographic 
reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act 
of  August  2,  1946  (5  IT.  S.  O.  55a)  ;  $5,268,000,  to  be 
derived  from  the  railroad  retirement  account. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Railroad  Retirement 
Board  Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 

TITLE  VI— FEDERAL  MEDIATION  AND 
CONCILIATION  SERVICE 
Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
Service  to  carry  out  the  functions  vested  in  it  by  the  Labor- 
Management  Relations  Act,  1947  (29  U.  S.  C.  171-180, 
182),  including  expenses  of  the  Labor-Management  Panel 
as  provided  in  section  205  of  said  Act;  temporary  employ¬ 
ment  of  arbitrators,  conciliators,  and  mediators  on  labor 
relations  at  rates  not  in  excess  of  $50  per  diem ;  expenses  of 
attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  labor  and  industrial 
relations;  and  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the 
Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  IT.  S.  C.  55a)  ;  $2,949,000. 

Boards  of  inquiry :  To  enable  the  Service  to  pay  neces¬ 
sary  expenses  of  boards  of  inquiry  appointed  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  pursuant  to  section  206  of  the  Labor-Management 


1  Relations  Act,  1947  (29  U.  S.  C.  176-180,  182),  includ- 

2  ing  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August 

3  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  and  rent  in  the  District  of 

4  Columbia,  $50,000. 

5  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Mediation  and 
0  Conciliation  Service  Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 

7  TITLE  VII— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  701.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
^  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salary  or  wages  of  any 
10  person  who  engages  in  a  strike  against  the  Government  of 
77  the  United  States  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organization 

12  of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike 

13  against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  who  ad- 
44  vocates,  or  is  a  member  of  an  organization  that  advocates, 

15  the  overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  by 

16  force  or  violence :  Provided,  That  for  the  purposes  hereof  an 
affidavit  shall  be  considered  prima  facie  evidence  that  the 
person  making  the  affidavit  has  not  contrary  to  the  provisions 

19  of  this  section  engaged  in  a  strike  against  the  Government  of 

^  the  United  States,  is  not  a  member  of  an  organization  of 
21 

Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike  against 

22 

the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  that  such  person 

23 

does  not  advocate,  and  is  not  a  member  of  an  organization 

24 

that  advocates,  the  overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the 

25 

United  States  by  force  or  violence:  Provided  further,  That 
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any  person  who  engages  in  a  strike  against  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organization 
of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike 
against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  who  advo¬ 
cates,  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organization  that  advocates, 
the  overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  by 
force  or  violence  and  accepts  employment  the  salary  or 
wages  for  which  are  paid  from  any  appropriation  contained 
in  this  Act  shall  be  guilty  of  a  felony  and,  upon  conviction, 
shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $1,000  or  imprisoned  for  not 
more  than  one  year,  or  both:  Provided  further,  That  the 
above  penalty  clause  shall  be  in  addition  to,  and  not  in 
substitution  for,  any  other  provisions  of  existing  law. 

Sec.  702.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
this  Act  shall  he  used  for  publicity  or  propaganda  purposes 
not  heretofore  authorized  by  the  Congress. 

Sec.  703.  No  part  of  any  appropriations  or  authoriza¬ 
tions  contained  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  compensa¬ 
tion  of  any  incumbent  appointed  to  any  civil  office  or  position 
which  may  become  vacant  during  the  fiscal  year  beginning 
on  July  1,  1951:  Provided,  That  this  inhibition  shall  not 
apply— 

(a)  to  not  to  exceed  25  per  centum  of  all  such 
vacancies. 

(b)  to  positions  filled  from  within  the  agency. 
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1  (c)  to  offices  or  positions  required  by  law  to  be 

*  2  filled  by  appointment  of  the  President  by  and  with  tbe 

3  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate. 

4  (d)  to  nurses,  doctors,  or  other  medical  personnel, 

5  including  orderlies,  in  the  Public  Health  Service;  St. 

6  Elizabeths  Hospital  and  Ereedmen’s  Hospital. 

7  (e)  to  employees  in  grades  C.  P.  C.  1  and  2. 

"D  k  Six.  <04.  Ibis  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Labor-Eederal 

9  Security  Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  April  18,  1951. 
Attest :  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk . 


) 


<d 

p 

& 


|  s 

(D  P 


P 

P 

Pi 


► 

§ 

M 

O 

« 

M 


& 

a> 


O 

| 

B 


co 

CD 


O 

P 


CO 


Ms  p 


<1 

CD 


O  - 


£ 

g 

P 


M 


CO 

or 


PS 

o 

GO 

ro  i-> 

co  o^ 


Vi 

I — 1 

CD 

p 

P 

K— 

c-h 

CO 

P- 

CD 

P 

tr«  b: 


p 

cr 


•p  p 

as 


CfQ 


£3  - 

®  o 

2  co  m- 


►P  Ct>  ^ 

i  g  a.  s 

0-1  ®  S. 


CD 


CD  Hj 
P 


CO 

o 


CO 

Or 

to 


o 

p  CO  W 

<§  8  ■■ 

§  3 


o 

i-i 


'  •  cn- 

cd  Vi 


CJ- 

CD 


P 

3 


Hs 

O 

4 


CD 

l-J 


> 

2 


CO 

S^Sj? 

>-J  B  ^3 

5  ^ 

<M~  *~i 

tr'-  q- 
®  p  c 

3  CD 
w  1—1  ri- 

O  Hj 

P  CD  O 


> 

o 

H 


CO 

io 
m  a 

H  O 

£§ 

CQ  O 

OQ  Cj 

l§ 

^  w 
OQ 


DC 

* 


CO 

<1 


<X> 


< 


Calendar  No.  363 


82d  Congress  ) 

SENATE 

(  Report 

1st  /Session  j 

(  No.  386 

LABOR-FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1952 


June  6,  1951— Ordered  to  be  printed,  under  authority  of  the  order  of  the  Senate 
of  June  5  (legislative  day,  May  17),  1951 


Mr.  Chavez,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  submitted 

the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  3709] 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.  R.  3709)  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Labor, 
the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and  related  independent  agencies,  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for  other  purposes,  report 
the  same  to  the  Senate  with  various  amendments  and  present  here¬ 
with  information  relative  to  the  changes  made : 


Amount  of  bill  as  passed  House _ $2,  641,  206,  361 

Amount  of  decrease  by  Senate  committee  (net) _  112,  867,  530 

Amount  of  bill  as  reported  to  Senate _  2,  528,  338,  831 

Amount  of  appropriations,  1951 _  2,  437,  192,  064 

Amount  of  estimates  for  1952 _  2,  744,  253,  760 

The  bill  as  reported  to  the  Senate: 

Over  the  appropriations  for  1951 _  91;  146,  767 

Under  the  estimates  for  1952 _  215,  914,  929 


COMPARATIVE  SUMMARY  TABLE 

The  table  following  shows  the  over-all  action,  setting  forth  the  1951 
comparable  appropriations,  the  1952  budget  estimates,  the  amounts 
allowed  by  the  House,  and  the  amounts  recommended  bv  the  com¬ 
mittee. 
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GENERAL  STATEMENT 

.'SjotfS!66  recommends  a  total  of  $2,528,338,831,  a  reduction 
ol  $112,867,530  under  the  House  allowance,  and  $215,914  929  under 
the  1952  budget  estimates,  but  $91,146,767  more  than  the  1951 
appropriations.  The  substantial  increase  over  the  1951  appropria¬ 
tions  results  partially  from  the  abandonment  of  contract  authority — 
there  was  provided  $100,000,000  in  contractual  obligation^  author¬ 
ity  lor  the  hospital  and  school  construction  programs  during  the 
current  fiscal  year  but  for  which  fiscal  year  1952  new  oblie;ational 
authority  m  the  form  of  cash  is  provided.  Another  major  factor  in 
the  increase  is  the  additional  allowance  for  payment  to  the  railroad 
retirement  account,  $124,529,485  more  than  the  1951  appropriation 
but  with  respect  to  which  the  Congress  has  little  effective  control 
the  appropriation  being  the  estimated  net  tax  collections  under  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Tax  Act,  adjusted  for  prior  payments. 

Over  the  past  several  years  there  has  been  a  movement  under  way 
to  merge  appropriation  accounts;  to  remove  limitations,  and  pro- 
|l  scrip tions  with  icference  to  the  use  of  funds,  predicated  on  the  premise 
that  the  departments  would  be  able  to  do  a  better  administrative 
job  and  with  the  implied  assurance  that  the  Congress  could  rely 
upon  strict  observance  of  the  justifications  and  explanations  of 
estimates. 

The  attention  of  the  committee  has  been  directed  to  instances  in 
which  funds  appropriated  for  particular  purposes  have  been  diverted 
to  other  purposes,  and  to  instances  of  fund  transfers  and  use  directly 
contrary  to  the  express  instructions  of  Congress  as  embodied  in  com¬ 
mittee  report. 

If  this  is  permitted  to  continue,  the  taking  of  testimony  in  support 
of  the  justifications  is  a  fruitless  and  meaningless  task.  To  preclude 
such  violations  of  congressional  intent  the  committee  has  two  possible 
courses  of  action.  It  can  write  a  general  prohibition  against  devia¬ 
tions  from  approved  justifications  for  obligations,  or  it  can  so  detail 
its  appropriations  for  specific  objects  that  deviations  will  not  be 
possible.  The  committee  at  this  time  does  not  wish  to  resort  to 
|  either  of  these  two  courses.  It  is  therefore  the  sense  of  the  committee 
that  the  executive  agencies  shall  keep  the  committee  fully  informed 
with  respect  to  obligation  of  funds  by  activities  and  by  objects. 

|  Tbe  committee  agreed  to  a  proposal  to  reduce  each  appropriation 
by  not  less  than  5  percent  of  the  estimate  for  personal  services,  but 
not  in  addition  to  reductions  already  approved,  and  to  make  available 
with  respect  to  each  appropriation  not  more  than  95  percent  of  the 
estimate  for  personal  services  for  that  purpose.  The  narrative  reports 
which  follow  comment  upon  each  item  amended  by  the  committee 
before  the  adoption  of  this  proposal.  Any  item  affected  only  by  this 
proposal  is  not  commented  upon. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

The  total  amount  recommended  in  the  bill  for  the  Department  of 
Labor  is  $223,536,601,  a  decrease  of  $7,369,759  in  comparison  with  the 
1951  appropriations,  a  decrease  of  $7,752,399  in  comparison  with  the 
budget  estimates,  and  an  increase  of  $30,101  in  comparison  with  the 
House  allowance. 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  committee  recommends  $1,400,000,  a 
reduction  of  $75,000  below  the  estimate  and  $25,000  below  the  House 
allowance.  The  committee  concurs  with  the  House  report,  but  adds 
a  further  cut  of  $25,000  in  the  international  labor  affairs  activity. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SOLICITOR 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  committee  recommends  restoration  of 
$19,445  of  the  House  cut  to  enable  the  Solicitor  to  more  effectively 
discharge  his  duties  pertaining  to  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act. 

BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  committee  recommends  $5,245,959, 
$229,041  under  the  budget  estimate,  and  $610,459  more  than  the 
House  allowance  This  recommendation  will  provide  $1,513,765  for 
the  veterans’  placement  service. 

The  committee  heard  extensive  testimony  on  this  matter  to  the 
effect  that  the  House  allowance  of  $743,500,  permitting  only  one  rep¬ 
resentative  and  one  clerk-stenograplier  in  each  State,  was  woefully' 
inadequate,  and  would  result  in  an  ineffectual  service.  The  choice 
was  to  either  abolish  the  service  entirely,  or  to  provide  sufficient  funds.  ■ 
The  committee  deems  the  latter  choice  to  be  the  more  logical  and 
accordingly  has  recommended  this  increase. 

Grants  to  States. — For  this  item  the  committee  recommends 
$164,560,000,  a  reduction  of  $1,000,000  below  the  House  allowance 
and  $5,000,000  below  the  estimates.  All  of  the  reduction  is  against 
the  contingency  reserve  fund,  for  which  an  estimate  of  $10,000,000  was 
submitted.  In  its  considered  judgment  the  committee  feels  that  in  ' 
this  era  of  ever-increasing  employment  this  modest  reduction  will  not , 
adversely  affect  the  program. 

BUREAU  OF  LABOR  STATISTICS 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  committee  recommends  $5,371,352,  an 
increase  of  $128,352  over  the  House  allowance,  and  $563,648  under 
the  budget  estimate.  The  committee  has  disallowed  any  funds  for 
the  collection,  analysis,  and  publication  of  statistics  on  foreign  labor 
conditions,  concurring  in  the  statement  in  the  House  report  that  “the  1 
proposal  is  somewhat  nebulous  and  hazy  in  regard  to  exactly  how  it 
will  contribute  effectively  to  our  sum  total  of  knowledge  in  combating  i 
communistic  influences  in  labor  forces.” 

The  increase,  together  with  the  amount  budgeted  for  the  foreign  ; 
labor  conditions  statistics,  is  provided  for  the  construction  research 
statistics  activity,  which  service  has  won  wide  recognition  and  this 
committee  does  not  feel  it  could  agree  to  its  virtual  abandonment. 

Revision  of  Consumers’  Price  Index. — The  committee  recommends 
$1,125,000,  an  increase  of  $125,000  over  the  House  allowance,  and 
$125,000  under  the  budget  estimate.  It  is  the  sense  of  the  committee 
that  the  complete  revisioo  of  the  price  index  can  be  accomplished 
with  the  funds  recommended. 
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WAGE  AND  HOUR  DIVISION 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  committee  recommends  $8,365,304,  an 
increase  of  $365,304  over  the  House  allowance,  and  $374,696  below  the 
estimate.  The  estimate  was  predicated  on  a  planned  investigation  of 
7  percent  of  covered  establishments — 50,000  of  715,000.  The  com¬ 
mittee  recommendation  will  permit  investigation  of  approximately 
47,500,  or  6.5  percent.  During  the  first  6  months  of  this  fiscal  year 
57  percent  of  the  establishments  checked  were  found  to  be  in  violation 
of  the  basic  provisions  of  the  law  and  in  view  of  this  condition  it  is 
believed  that  the  number  of  investigations  should  not  be  materially 
reduced. 

FEDERAL  SECURITY  AGENCY 

The  total  amount  recommended  in  the  bill  for  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  is  $1,729,799,865,  a  decrease  of  $25,420,215  under  the  1951 
appropriation,  a  decrease  of  $157,087,395  under  the  budget  estimate, 
and  a  decrease  of  $62,750,996  under  the  House  allowance. 

FREEDMEN’s  HOSPITAL 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  committee  recommends  $2,631,500,  a 
reduction  of  $275,000  under  the  House  allowance.  The  hospital  will 
have  available  no  less  funds  for  obligation  as  the  committee  has 
directed  the  subcommittee  chairman  to  offer  from  the  floor,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  rules,  an  amendment  to  authorize  the  resumption  of 
direct  payments — estimated  to  amount  to  $275,000  in  1952 — by  the 
District  of  Columbia  to  Freedmen’s  Hospital  for  services  rendered  in 
the  treatment  of  District  indigents,  as  is  now  done  at  St.  Elizabeth’s 
Hospital,  and  as  was  formerly  done  at  Freedmen’s  Hospital,  having 
been  discontinued  in  1946.  The  payments  are  now  covered  into  the 
miscellaneous  receipts  of  the  Treasury. 

OFFICE  OF  EDUCATION 

Vocational  education  grants. — The  committee  recommends  $20,017,- 
760,  the  budget  estimate,  and  an  increase  of  $1,794,499  over  the  House 
allowance,  and  also  recommends  the  elimination  of  the  provision 
banning  use  of  funds  for  vocational  education  in  distributive 
occupations. 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  committee  recommends  $3,397,706, 
$152,294  under  the  budget  estimate,  and  $144,706  more  than  was 
allowed  by  the  House.  It  is  the  consensus  of  the  committee  that 
these  additional  funds  are  necessary  to  enable  the  Office  of  Education 
to  properly  guide  the  program  for  assistance  in  federally  affected 
areas. 

Payments  to  school  districts. — The  committee  recommends  $40,000,- 
000,  an  increase  of  $12,000,000  over  the  House  allowance  for  which 
the  Senate  received  a  supplemental  estimate,  Senate  Document  No. 
40,  on  May  21,  together  with  a  language  change,  to  correct  an  inac¬ 
curacy  in  the  estimate  and  to  permit  the  use  of  funds  in  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  section  6  of  Public  Law  874. 

Public  Law  874  provides  that  if  the  appropriations  are  inadequate 
to  fully  meet  the  entitlements,  the  payment  to  each  eligible  school 
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district  must  be  reduced  proportionately.  During  the  current  fiscal 
year  the  appropriation  has  met  only  68  percent  of  the  entitlements 
and  each  eligible  school  district  has  received  only  68  percent  of  its 
entitlement.  The  increase  approved  by  the  committee  is  to  more 
adequately  meet  the  Federal  share  of  school  maintenance  and  oper¬ 
ation  in  the  federally  affected  areas. 

School  construction.— The  committee  recommends  a  substitute  pro¬ 
vision  for  this  item,  in  accordance  with  a  supplemental  estimate, 
Senate  Document  No.  26,  necessary  to  permit  the  use  of  funds  for 
the  direct  provision  of  school  facilities  as  authorized  by  sections  203 
and  204  of  Public  Law  815. 

OFFICE  OF  VOCATIONAL  REHABILITATION 

Payments  to  States—  The  committee  recommends  $21,500,000,  an 
increase  of  $1,025,000  over  the  House  allowance,  and  $1,500,000  under 
the  budget  estimate.  The  committee  feels  that  the  program  should 
not  be  curtailed  and  accordingly  has  recommended  an  additional 
$1,025,000.  It  is  the  sense  of  the  committee  that  the  amount  dis¬ 
allowed  should  be  taken  out  of  the  counseling,  guidance,  and  place¬ 
ment  services  and  not  from  the  purchase  of  case  services. 

PUBLIC  HEALTH  SERVICE 

The  committee  has  recommended  total  appropriations  of  $358,- 
921,555,  an  increase  of  $19,667,555  over  the  House  allowances,  a 
decrease  of  $3,771,445  under  the  budget  estimates  and  an  increase  of 
$84,127,275  over  1951  appropriations. 

The  substantial  increase  over  1951  appropriations  results  princi¬ 
pally  from  the  providing  of  new  obligational  authority  by  appropriation 
rather  than  by  contract  authority  for  the  hospital  construction  pro¬ 
gram,  offset  somewhat  by  the  decrease  of  $20,000,000  for  liquidation 
of  prior  years’  contract  authority. 

The  committee  had  for  its  consideration  numerous  requests,  by 
both  official  and  public  witnesses,  for  substantial  increases  in  appro¬ 
priations.  Prominent  medical  and  lay  authorities  appeared  in  support 
of  the  citizens’  budgets. 

The  committee  has  recommended  the  budget  estimates  for  activities 
in  the  categorical  institutes — for  cancer,  mental  health,  heart,  and 
dental  health.  There  was  sentiment  for  substantial  increases  over 
the  estimates,  the  consensus  being  that  more  liberal  allowances  could 
result  in  accomplishments  in  the  detection,  treatment,  and  cure  of 
these  diseases.  With  this  realization  the  committee  with  reluctance 
denied  the  proposals  for  allowances  in  excess  of  the  budget  estimates. 
It  was  felt  that  cognizance  must  be  taken  of  the  plight  of  the  American 
taxpayer  whose  net  available  funds  will  be  lower  in  fiscal  1952  than 
in  fiscal  1951. 

The  administrative  costs  of  the  Public  Health  Service  have  risen 
year  by  year  and  the  committee  suggests  to  the  Surgeon  General  that 
attention  be  given  to  effecting  economy  in  this  program. 

Venereal  diseases—  The  committee  recommends  $11,653,360,  $146,- 
640  under  the  budget  estimate,  and  $46,640  less  than  was  allowed  by 
the  House.  Officials  of  the  Public  Health  Service  informed  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  if  less  than  the  budget  estimate  were  allowed  many  States 
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and  local  health  authorities  would  be  forced  to  release  essential 
personnel  in  laboratories  and  in  clinics  and  in  the  case-finding  activi¬ 
ties.  As  pointed  out  in  the  House  report,  the  most  important  activity 
is  case  finding  and  the  committee  is  reluctant  to  curtail  this  activity. 

Tuberculosis. — The  committee  recommends  $8,887,351,  an  increase 
of  $142,351  over  the  House  allowance,  and  $112,649  below  the  budget 
estimate.  It  is  in  full  accord  with  the  House  report  that  “sustained 
support  is  essential  if  further  progress  is  to  be  made  and  gains  are  not 
to  be  lost.”  It  accordingly  recommends  this  increase  for  grants  to 
States,  and  suggests  to  the  Public  Health  Service  that  continued 
stress  be  given  the  mobile  X-ray  units. 

Hospital  construction,  grants  to  States. — The  committee  recommends 
$195,000,000,  of  which  $100,000,000  is  for  liquidation  of  prior  years’ 
contract  authority,  $20,000,000  under  the  budget  estimate,  and 
$95,000,000  is  for  new  obligational  authority,  $20,000,000  more  than 
the  budget  estimate,  and  $20,000,000  more  than  was  allowed  by  the 
House. 

The  substantive  law  authorized  $150,000,000  yearly  for  grants  to 
States  for  hospital  construction.  While  the  budget  estimate  was 
50  percent  of  the  authorization,  the  increased  cost  of  materials  and 
construction  would  result  in  only  30  percent  of  new  beds  in  com¬ 
parison  with  estimated  beds  to  be  provided  with  the  maximum 
authorization  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  law. 

In  considering  the  need  for  funds  for  hospital  construction,  the 
committee  has  kept  in  mind  the  purposes  originally  envisioned  and 
feels  it  appropriate  to  emphasize  that  section  622  (d)  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act  spells  out  the  specific  intent  that  the  States  shall 
give  “special  consideration  to  hospitals  serving  rural  communities 
and  areas  with  relatively  small  financial  resources.”  The  most  con¬ 
sistent  efforts  should  be  made,  therefore,  to  place  the  emphasis  in 
the  granting  of  applications  on  the  needs  of  the  smaller  rural  com¬ 
munities  before  attempting  the  construction  of  large-scale  medical 
centers  in  populous  areas  already  served  by  competent  hospital 
facilities. 

National  Institutes  of  Health. — The  committee  recommends  $15,559,- 
973,  an  increase  of  $59,973  over  the  House  allowance  and  $240,027 
under  the  budget  estimate.  The  committee  feels  that  none  of  the 
reduction  should  be  applied  against  research  and  training,  but  should 
be  taken  out  of  administration  and  review  and  approval  of  research 
and  training  grants. 

National  Cancer  Institute. — The  committee  recommends  $19,805,171 , 
$141,829  under  the  budget  estimate,  and  an  increase  of  $305,171  over 
the  House  allowance.  In  recommending  the  budget  estimate  and  an 
increase  over  the  House  allowance  the  committee  has  had  in  mind 
that  “authorities  agree  that  the  key  to  ultimate  success  lies  in  further 
research”  as  so  aptly  pointed  out  in  the  House  report  and  in  conse¬ 
quence  feels  compelled  to  allow  the  full  budget  estimate. 

Mental  health  activities. — The  committee  recommends  $10,737,974, 
$62,026  under  the  budget  estimate,  and  an  increase  of  $437,974  over 
the  House  allowance.  The  testimony  presented  to  the  committee  is 
replete  with  evidence  of  need  for  support  of  this  program  on  a  con¬ 
tinuing  basis,  and  there  is  much  to  support  more  liberal  allowances. 

National  Heart  Institute. — The  committee  recommends  $10,072,982, 
$77,018  under  the  budget  estimate,  and  $72,982  more  than  was  allowed 
by  the  House.  The  additional  allowance  will  permit  the  financing  of 
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continuing  research  projects  and  corollary  work  in  direct  research  in 
the  effort  to  attain  advances  in  the  detection  and  successful  treatment 
of  this  primary  cause  of  death. 

Dental  health  activities. — The  committee  recommends  $1,697,308, 
$52,692  under  the  budget  estimate,  and  an  increase  of  $197,308  over 
the  House  allowance.  The  committee  feels  that  there  should  be  no 
precipitate  diminution  of  activity  in  the  program  to  promote  the 
topical  fluoride  treatment  of  children’s  teeth. 

Construction  of  research  facilities. — The  committee  recommends 
$16,630,540,  a  decrease  of  $1,059,460  under  the  House  allowance. 
This  reduction  is  partially  made  by  the  disallowance  of  $100,000 
sought  for  liquidation  cash  in  connection  with  housing  construction, 
and  by  the  transfer  of  $955,000,  previously  appropriated  for  housing 
construction,  for  continuation  of  construction  of  a  combined  hospital 
and  research  building. 

Commissioned  officers,  'pay  and  so  forth. — The  committee  recommends 
$1,861,500,  $38,500  under  the  budget  estimate,  and  $71,500  more  than 
was  allowed  by  the  House,  which  will  permit  the  retention  of  officers 
in  the  immediate  office  of  the  Surgeon  General. 

SOCIAL  SECURITY  ADMINISTRATION 

Bureau  of  Federal  credit  unions. — The  committee  recommends 
$167,650,  $32,350  under  the  budget  estimate,  and  $7,350  less  than  was 
allowed  by  the  House,  and  $82,350  under  the  1951  appropriation.  The 
Bureau  has  shown  progress  in  attaining  a  self-supporting  status  and 
has  had  submitted  to  the  Congress  a  draft  of  legislation  to  increase 
charges  for  chartering  and  establishing  Federal  credit  unions.  The 
committee  is  hopeful  that  the  Bureau  will  be  given  authority  to  in¬ 
crease  their  charges  for  chartering  and  establishing  so  that  the  need 
for  appropriations  will  vanish. 

Grants  to  States  for  public  assistance. — The  committee  recommends 
$1,150,000,000,  a  reduction  of  $100,000,000  under  the  House  allow¬ 
ance,  $150,000,000  under  the  budget  estimate,  and  $130,000,000 
under  the  1951  appropriation. 

It  is  conservatively  estimated  that  there  will  be  unobligated 
$80,000,000  of  the  current  year’s  appropriation.  There  is  no  infor¬ 
mation  available  to  the  committee  that  the  new  fiscal  year  will  see  a 
fall  in  the  employment  rolls  nor  a  lack  of  job  opportunities.  It  is 
believed  that  the  committee’s  recommendation  will  fully  provide  for 
the  Federal  Government’s  obligation  in  this  program. 

The  growing  public  dissatisfaction  with  the  granting  of  relief  pay¬ 
ments  to  individuals  for  whom  family  care  is  available  was  called  to 
the  attention  of  the  committee.  State  legislatures  have  indicated  an 
awareness  of  the  problem  and  the  committee  will  expect  to  observe  an 
awareness  on  the  part  of  officials  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance 
to  the  end  that  relief  payments  are  not  profligately  expended.  It  is 
believed  that  a  sterner  attitude  might  result  in  considerable  economy 
in  this  program,  without  denying  a  single  case  of  bona  fide  need. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance. — The  committee 
recommends  $1,600,000,  an  increase  of  $136,600  over  the  House 
allowance,  and  $98,000  under  the  budget  estimate.  The  committee 
approves  this  additional  allowance  to  enable  the  Bureau  to  maintain 
the  present  year’s  staff  and  to  add  a  few  additional  employees,  with 
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the  hope  that  full  recognition  will  be  taken  of  the  committee’s  desire 
for  a  demonstration  of  concern  over  the  disbursement  of  Federal 
moneys  for  suspect  relief. 

Salaries  and,  expenses.  Children's  Bureau. — The  committee  recom¬ 
mends  $1,500,000,  an  increase  of  $50,000  over  the  House  allowance, 
and  $92,000  under  the  budget  estimate.  The  committee  recom¬ 
mendation  will  permit  the  retention  of  the  current  year’s  staff,  but 
results  in  the  complete  elimination  of  the  19  new  positions  requested. 

Grants  to  States  for  maternal  and  child  welfare. — The  committee 
recommends  $33,000,000,  the  budget  estimate,  and  $3,000,000  more 
than  allowed  by  the  House.  This  amount  is  just  about  sufficient  to 
carry  this  program  at  the  same  level  as  in  1951. 

Office  of  the  Commissioner . — The  committee  recommends  a  total  of 
$300,000,  a  decrease  of  $30,000  under  the  House  allowance,  $50,000 
under  the  budget  estimate,  and  $60,000  under  the  1951  available  funds. 
Funds  are  derived  from  direct  appropriation — for  which  is  recom¬ 
mended  $200,000 — and  by  transfer  fi'om  the  old-age  and  survivors 
insurance  trust  fund — for  which  is  recommended  $100,000. 

The  committee  feels  that  the  funds  recommended  are  entirely 
adequate  to  enable  the  Commissioner  to  discharge  his  statutory 
responsibilities  and  to  act  as  a  liaison  between  the  Federal  Security 
Administrator  and  the  Social  Security  Administration,  to  each  of 
which  constituent  bureaus  adequate  funds  have  been  provided  for 
planning  and  operation. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  ADMINISTRATOR 

Salaries. — The  committee  recommends  a  total  of  $2,563,000,  an 
increase  of  $110,000  over  the  House  allowance,  a  decrease  of  $269,000 
under  the  budget  estimate,  and  $160,700  under  the  1951  appropriation. 
Funds  are  derived  from  direct  appropriation — for  which  $2,150,000  is 
recommended — and  by  transfer  from  the  old-age  and  survivors  insur¬ 
ance  trust  fund— for  which  is  recommended  $413,000,  the  budget 
estimate. 

The  amount  recommended  will  provide  a  staff  of  584,  a  reduction 
of  57  under  the  budget  estimate,  and  42  under  the  current  year’s  au¬ 
thorized  staff.  The  principal  reductions  are  in  the  office  of  publica¬ 
tions  and  reports  and  in  the  departmental  merit  system  staff. 

Funds  are  provided  for  a  staff  of  15  in  the  office  of  publications  and 
reports,  a  reduction  of  18.  The  committee  has  the  firm  conviction 
that  an  entirely  adequate  service  can  be  furnished  with  the  staff  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  recommendation. 

The  recommendation  provides  for  four  employees  in  the  Washington 
staff  of  the  merit  system  activity  whose  ostensible  purpose  is  to  advise 
the  States  with  respect  to  their  merit  systems.  At  the  inception  of  the 
social  security  program  the  States  needed  advice  and  guidance  in  es¬ 
tablishing  merit  systems,  one  of  the  prerequisites  for  approval  of  State 
plans  to  qualify  for  grants.  The  program  has  been  running  for  more 
than  15  years  and  each  State  has  its  own  merit  system  organization 
established.  Whatever  help  is  needed  from  the  Federal  level  can  be 
adequately  furnished  by  the  20  field  personnel  representatives  located 
in  the  regional  offices  and  the  4  remaining  in  the  Washington  ad¬ 
ministrative  office. 


S.  Rept.  386,  82-1- 
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The  following  table  outlines  the  allowances  here  recommended  by- 
activity  and  by  both  personnel  and  amounts. 


Activity 

1952  estimate 

Proposed  reduc¬ 
tion 

Revised  allowance 

Posi¬ 

tions 

Amount 

Posi¬ 

tions 

Amount 

Posi¬ 

tions 

Amount 

I.  Immediate  Office  of  the  Administrator.  _ 

17 

$109, 700 

5 

$17, 793 

12 

i  $91, 907 

II.  Program  coordination . 

17 

107, 600 

3 

17,414 

14 

90, 186 

III.  Field  services: 

Departmental.  . . . . 

19 

96, 400 

2 

4,850 

17 

91, 550 

Federal-State  relations: 

5 

33,  367 

5 

33,  367 

Audit . . . 

24 

124,  445 

4 

19,  445 

20 

105, 000 

Merit  System...  . . .  .. 

17 

82, 188 

13 

56, 138 

4 

26, 050 

Field: 

309 

1,093,  600 

309 

1,  093, 600 

Federal-State  relations: 

98 

506,  058 

98 

506,  058 

20 

94'  942 

20 

94,  942 

IV.  Office  of  Publications  and  Reports. . .  .. 

33 

169;  500 

18 

92,  448 

15 

77,  052 

V.  Administration: 

3 

19,  399 

3 

19,  399 

Administrative  Planning _  .. 

9 

50,  630 

1 

3,685 

8 

46|  945 

Division  of  Budget  and  Finance _ 

38 

■179,  154 

4 

13,  540 

34 

165,614 

Division  of  Personnel . . 

32 

165,  017 

2 

10, 320 

30 

154,  697 

Total . . . . 

641 

2,  832,  000 

57 

269, 000 

584 

2,  563,  000 

Net  redaction  _ 

269, 000 

Request: 

To  be  appropriated - - - - - $2, 150, 000 

Transfer  from  OASI _  413, 000 


Request: 

To  be  appropriated - - - - - $2, 150, 000 

Transfer  from  OASI _  413, 000 


Total  1952  revised  allowance. .. - - - -  2,  563, 000 


1  Includes  $10,000  WAE  employees. 

Surplus  property  disposal. — The  committee  recommends  $75,000,  a 
decrease  of  $25,000  below  the  House  allowance,  $258,000  below  the 
budget  estimate,  and  $258,300  under  the  1951  appropriation.  The 
committee  was  deluged  with  importunities  to  allow  the  budget 
estimate  but  felt  that  the  purpose  for  which  this  activity  was  created 
had  been  largely  filled. 

NATIONAL  LABOR  RELATIONS  BOARD 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  committee  recommends  $8,233,959,  an 
increase  of  $233,959  over  the  House  allowance,  and  a  decrease  of 
$348,541  under  the  budget  estimate.  The  record  indicates  that  at 
present  the  Board  is  receiving  on  an  average  of  1,900  cases  a  month, 
and  it  is  expected  that  the  number  will  increase  slightly  in  fiscal  year 
1952.  The  Board  has  no  control  over  case  intake,  and  if  insufficient 
funds  are  allowed  action  is  postponed. 

NATIONAL  MEDIATION  BOARD 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  committee  recommends  $394,247, 
$15,753  under  the  budget  estimate  and  a  decrease  of  $5,753  under  the 
House  allowance. 
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RAILROAD  RETIREMENT  BOARD 

Payment  to  railroad  retirement  account. — The  committee  recom¬ 
mends,  as  a  substitute,  provision  for  an  annual  specific  appropria¬ 
tion  in  lieu  of  the  annual  indefinite  as  passed  by  the  House,  and  the 
permanent  indefinite  as  proposed  in  the  budget  estimate. 

The  committee  recommendation  is  $50,465,591  less  than  the  budget 
estimate  and  the  House  allowance,  neither  of  which  recognized  the 
credit  outstanding  for  prior  years’  overpayment,  resulting  from  the 
overestimating  of  net  tax  collections  upon  which  figure  the  annual 
specific  appropriation  has  been  based,  adjusted  for  prior  years’ 
experience. 

FEDERAL  MEDIATION  AND  CONCILIATION  SERVICE 

Salaries  and  expenses.- — The  committee  recommends  $3,047,000,  an 
increase  of  $98,000  over  the  House  allowance,  and  a  decrease  of 
$200,000  under  the  budget  estimate,  but  $97,300  above  1951  appropri¬ 
ation.  Taking  into  account  elimination  of  space  rental  costs  being 
assumed  by  General  Services  Administration,  the  allowance  includes 
approximately  $119,000  for  employment  of  additional  personnel. 

JENSEN  AMENDMENT 

The  committee  recommends  the  deletion  of  the  Jensen  amendment. 
The  committee  took  action  which  would  result  in  a  savings  comparable 
to  that  which  would  have  been  effected  by  the  Jensen  amendment, 
modified  by  further  exemptions  in  preliminary  discussions  by  the 
committee,  by  adopting  a  proposal  to  reduce  each  appropriation  by 
not  less  than  5  percent  of  the  estimate  for  personal  services,  and  by 
adding  a  limitation  to  each  appropriation  specifying  in  specific 
amounts  that  not  more  than  95  percent  of  the  amounts  budgeted  for 
personal  services  would  be  available  for  that  purpose. 

This  provision  has  resulted  in  an  additional  savings,  beyond  those 
net  reductions  recommended  prior  to  the  adoption  of  this  amendment, 
of  $2,318,190,  and  has  provided  a  further  necessary  limitation  upon 
executive  agencies  provided  for  in  this  bill  with  respect  to  the  employ¬ 
ment  of  personnel. 

It  is  the  concensus  of  the  committee  that  this  recommendation  will 
effect  as  great  a  reduction  as  would  have  the  Jensen  amendment,  but 
in  a  more  practical  way. 

Properly  administered,  this  action  of  the  committee  should  show 
savings  in  other  object  classifications,  and  the  committee  will  expect 
additional  savings  as  a  result. 
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SUMMARY  OF  INCREASES 
Department  of  Labor: 

Office  of  the  Solicitor:  Salaries  and  expenses _ 

Bureau  of  Employment  Security:  Salaries  and 

expenses _ 

Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics: 

Salaries  and  expenses _ 

Revision  of  Consumers’  Price  Index _ 

Wage  and  Hour  Division:  Salaries  and  expenses. 

Total,  Department  of  Labor _ 

Federal  Security  Agency: 

Office  of  Education: 

Vocational  education  grants  (George-Barden 

funds) _ 

Salaries  and  expenses _ 

Payment  to  school  districts  (maintenance 

and  operation) _ 

Office  of  Vocational  Rehabilitation:  Payments  to 

States _ 

Public  Health  Service: 

Tuberculosis _ 

Hospital  construction _ 

National  Institutes  of  Health _ 

National  Cancer  Institute _ 

Mental  health  activities _ 

National  Heart  Institute _ 

Dental  health  activities _ 

Commissioned  officers  pay,  etc _ 

Social  Security  Administration: 

Bureau  of  Public  Assistance:  Salaries  and 

expenses _ 

Children’s  Bureau: 

Salaries  and  expenses _ . _ 

Grants  to  States,  maternal  and  child 

welfare _ 

Office  of  the  Administrator:  Salaries _ 


$19,  445 

610,  459 

128,  352 
125,  000 
365,  304 

1,  248,  560 


1,  794,499 
144, 706 

12,  000,  000 

1,  025,  000 

142,  351 
20,  000,  000 
59,  973 
305,  171 
437,  974 
72,  982 
197,  308 
71,  500 


136,  600 

50,  000 

3,  000,  000 
100,  000 


Total,  Federal  Security  Agency _  39,  538,  064 

National  Labor  Relations  Board:  Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses _  233, 959 

Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service:  Salaries 

and  expenses _  98,  000 

Total,  all  titles _  41,118,583 
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SUMMARY  OF  DECREASES 

Department  of  Labor: 

Office  of  the  Secretary: 

Salaries  and  expenses _  $25,  000 

Veterans’  Reemployment  Rights  Bureau, 

salaries  and  expenses _  11,  242 

Bureau  of  Apprenticeship:  Salaries  and  expenses,  113,318 

Bureau  of  Employment  Security:  Grants  to 

States,  contingency  reserve _  1,  000,  000 

Bureau  of  Employees’  Compensation:  Salaries 

and  expenses _  59,  184 

Women’s  Bureau:  Salaries  and  expenses _  9,  715 


Total,  Department  of  Labor _  1,  218,  459 


Federal  Security  Agency: 

Columbia  Institution  for  the  Deaf:  Salaries  and 

expenses _  15,463 

Food  and  Drug  Administration:  Salaries  and 

expenses  (general) _  172,025 

Freedmen’s  Hospital:  Salaries  and  expenses _  275,  000 

Howard  University:  Salaries  and  expenses _  109,  916 

Office  of  Vocational'  Rehabilitation:  Salaries  and 

expenses _  29,  380 

Public  Health  Service: 

Venereal  diseases _  46,  640 

Communicable  diseases _  174,  253 

Engineering,  sanitation,  and  industrial  hy¬ 
giene _  61, 842 

Alaska  disease  and  sanitation  investigations 

and  control _ 22,871 

Hospital  construction:  Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses _  28,  535 

Foreign  Quarantine  Service _  121,  971 

Construction  of  research  facilities _  1,  059,  460 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice _  104, 132 

Social  Security  Administration: 

Bureau  of  Federal  Credit  Unions:  Salaries 

and  expenses _  7,  350 

Bureau  of  Public  Assistance:  Grants  (titles 

I,  IV,  X,  and  XIV) _  100,  000,  000 

Office  of  Commissioner:  Salaries  and  expenses _  19,  700 

General  Counsel,  salaries _  15,  522 

Surplus  Property  Disposal  and  Utilization _  25,  000 


Total,  Federal  Security  Agency _  102,  289,  060 


National  Mediation  Board: 

Salaries  and  expenses _  5,  753 

Arbitration  and  emergency  boards _  6,  000 


Total,  National  Mediation  Board _  11,  753 
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SUMMARY  OF  DECREASES — Continued 

Railroad  Retirement  Board:  Railroad  retirement 

^  appropriated  account - - -  $50,  465,  591 

Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service:  Boards 

of  inquiry _  1,  250 

General  Provisions: 

The  committee  recommends  the  deletion  of  the 
Jensen  amendment,  section  703  of  the  bill: 

Sec.  703.  No  part  of  any  appropriations  or  author¬ 
izations  contained  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  pay  the 
compensation  of  any  incumbent  appointed  to  any  civil 
office  or  position  which  may  become  vacant  during  the 
fiscal  year  beginning  on  July  1,  1951:  Provided ,  That 
this  inhibition  shall  not  apply — 

(a)  to  not  to  exceed  25  per  centum  of  all  such 
vacancies. 

(b)  to  positions  filled  from  within  the  agency. 

(c)  to  offices  or  positions  required  by  law  to  be 
filled  by  appointment  of  the  President  by  and 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate. 

(d)  to  nurses,  doctors,  or  other  medical  per¬ 
sonnel,  including  orderlies,  in  the  Public  Health 
Service;  St.  Elizabeths  Hospital  and  Freedmen’s 
Hospital. 

(e)  to  employees  in  grades  C.  P.  C.  1  and  2. 


Total,  all  titles _  153,  986,  113 


RECAPITULATION 


H o u se?allo wances _  2,  641,  206;  361 

Senate  action: 

Increases _  41,  118,  583 

Decreases _  153,986,113 


-112,  867,  530 
2,  528,  338,  831 


Net  change _ 

Net,  as  reported  to  Senate 


PERMANENT  APPROPRIATIONS,  GENERAL  AND  SPECIAL  FUNDS 
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1  Table  does  not  list  $33,000,000  appropriated  in  1950  act  for  payment,  however,  in  1951  and  1952  to  the  railroad  retirement  account, 
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3  Includes  $50,000,000  in  pending  Third  Supplemental. 

4  Includes  $100,000  supplemental  in  H.  Doc.  66. 

5  Transferred  from  General  Services  Administration  by  Reorganization  Plan  No.  16  of  1950, 
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82d  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  363 

H.  R.  3709 

[Report  No.  386] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

April  19  (legislative  day,  April  17) ,  1951 
Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 

June  6, 1951 

Reported,  under  authority  of  the  order  of  the  Senate  of  June  5  (legislative 
day,  May  17),  1951,  by  Mr.  Chavez,  with  amendments 

[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 

AN  ACT  . 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Labor,  the  Federal 
Security  Agency,  and  related  independent  agencies,  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Labor,  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and  related 

6  independent  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

7  1952,  namely: 
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4 

5 
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18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 


TITLE  I— DEPARTMENT  OE  LABOR 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor  (hereafter  in  this  title 
referred  to  as  the  Secretary ) ,  including  services  as  authorized 
by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C. 
55a)  ;  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  two  passenger  motor 
vehicles  for  replacement  only;  teletype  news  service;  and 
payment  in  advance  when  authorized  by  the  Secretary  for 
dues  or  fees  for  library  membership  in  organizations 
whose  publications  are  available  to  members  only  or  to 
members  at  a  price  lower  than  to  the  general  public; 
$4^425,000  $ 1,400,000 ,  of  which  not  more  than  $1,250,136 
shall  he  available  for  personal  services. 

Salaries,  and  expenses,  Office  of  the  Solicitor:  Eor  ex¬ 
penses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  the  Solicitor,  $-4,650,000 
$1,669 ,115,  of  which  not  more  than  $1,530,516  shall  he 
available  for  personal  services. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Labor  Standards:  For 
expenses  necessary  for  the  promotion  of  industrial  safety, 
employment  stabilization,  and  amicable  industrial  relations 
foi  laboi  and  industry;  performance  of  safety  functions  of 
the  Secretary  under  the  Federal  Employees’  Compensation 
Act,  as  amended  (5  U.  S.  C.  784  (c)  )  ;  performance  of 


3 


1  the  functions  vested  in  the  Secretary  by  title  I  of  the 

2  Labor-Management  Eelations  Act,  1947  (29  U.  S.  C. 

3  159  (f)  and  (g) )  ;  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  for  the 

4  work  of  the  President’s  Committee  on  National  Employ 

5  the  Physically  Handicapped  Week,  as  authorized  by  the 

6  Act  of  July  11,  1949  (63  Stat.  409),  including  purchase 
1  of  reports  and  of  material  for  informational  exhibits;  and 

8  expenses  of  attendance  of  cooperating  officials  and  consultants 

9  at  conferences  concerned  with  the  work  of  the  Bureau  of 

10  Labor  Standards;  $688,000,  of  which  not  more  than 

11  ~  $ 604,870  shall  be  available  for  personal  services. 

12  Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Veterans’  Eeemploy- 
12  ment  Eights:  Eor  expenses  necessary  to  render  assistance 

14  in  connection  with  the  exercise  of  reemployment  rights  of 

15  veterans  under  section  8  of  the  Selective  Training  and 

16  Service  Act  of  1940,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C.,  App.  308) , 
11  the  Service  Extension  Act  of  1941,  as  amended,  the  Army 

18  Eeserve  and  Eetired  Personnel  Service  Law  of  1940,  as 

19  amended,  and  section  9  (h)  of  title  I  of  the  Selective  Service 

20  Act  of  1948  (50  U.  S.  0.,  App.  459  (h)  ) ,  and,  under  the 

21  Act  of  June  23,  1943,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C.,  App. 

22  1472),  of  persons  who  have  performed  service  in  the 

23  Merchant  Marine,  $27^,000  $ 265,758 ,  of  which  not  more 

24  than  $ 213,603  shall  be  available  for  personal  services. 
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1  BUREAU  OF  APPRENTICESHIP 

2  Salaries  and  expenses :  For  expenses  necessary  to  enable 

3  the  Secretary  to  conduct  a  program  of  encouraging  appren- 

4  tice  training,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  August  16,  1937 

5  (29  U.  S.  C.  50),  $2,692,000  $2,578,682,  of  which  not 

6  more  than  $2,153,049  shall  be  available  for  personal  services. 

7  BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY 

8  Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 

9  ) general  administration  of  the  employment  service  and  un- 

10  employment  compensation  programs,  including  temporary 

11  employment  of  persons,  without  regard  to  the  civil  service 

12  laws,  for  the  farm  placement  migratory  labor  program;  for 

13  cooperation  with  the  United  States  Immigration  and  Natural- 

14  ization  Service  and  the  Secretary  of  State  in  negotiating  and 

15  carrying  out  agreements  relating  to  the  employment  of  foreign 

16  agricultural  workers,  subject  to  the  immigration  laws  and 

17  when  necessary  to  supplement  the  domestic  labor  force; 

18  and  not  to  exceed  $10,000  for  services  as  authorized  by 

19  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C. 

20  55a)  ;  $4,635,500  $5,245,959,  of  which  $743,500  $1,513,- 

21  765  shall  be  for  carrying  into  effect  the  provisions  of  title  IV 

22  (except  section  602)  of  the  Servicemen’s  Readjustment  Act 

23  of  1944  and  of  which  not  more  than  $4,351,773  shall  be 
21  available  for  personal  services. 


25 


Grants  to  States  for  unemployment  compensation  and  em- 
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1  ployment  service  administration:  For  grants  in  accordance 

2  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  as  amended 

3  (29  U.  S.  C.  49-49n),  for  carrying  into  effect  section  602 

4  of  the  Servicemen’s  Readjustment  Act  of  1944,  for  grants 

5  to  the  States  as  authorized  in  title  III  of  the  Social  Security 

6  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  C.  501-503) ,  including,  upon  the 

7  request  of  any  State,  the  purchase  of  equipment  and  the 

8  payment  of  rental  for  space  made  available  to  such  State 

9  in  lieu  of  grants  for  such  purpose,  and  for  necessary  expenses 

10  in  connection  with  the  operation  of  employment  office  facil- 

11  ities  and  services  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  $165,560^006 

12  $ 164,560,000 ,  of  which  not  more  than  $647,037  shall  he 

13  available  for  personal  services,  and  of  which  $6,000,000 

14  $5,000,000  shall  be  available  only  to  the  extent  that  the  Sec- 

15  retary  finds  necessary  to  meet  increased  costs  of  administra- 

16  tion  resulting  from  changes  in  a  State  law  or  increases  in  the 

17  numbers  of  claims  filed  and  claims  paid  or  salary  costs 

18  over  those  upon  which  the  State’s  basic  grant  (or  the 

19  allocation  for  the  District  of  Columbia)  was  based,  which 

20  increased  costs  of  administration  cannot  be  provided  for  by 

21  normal  budgetary  adjustments :  Provided,  That  notwith- 

22  standing  any  provision  to  the  contrary  in  section  302  (a) 

23  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of 

24  Labor  shall  from  time  to  time  certify  to  the  Secretary 

25  of  the  Treasury  for  payment  to  each  State  found  to 
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be  in  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Act  of 
June  6,  1933,  and,  except  in  the  case  of  Puerto  Kico 
and  the  Virgin  Islands,  with  the  provisions  of  section  303 
of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  such  amounts 
as  he  determines  to  be  necessary  for  the  proper  and  efficient 
administration  of  its  unemployment  compensation  law  and 
of  its  public  employment  offices:  Provided  further,  That 
such  amounts  as  may  be  agreed  upon  by  the  Department 
of  Labor  and  the  Post  Office  Department  shall  be  used  for 
the  payment,  in  such  manner  as  said  parties  may  jointly 
determine,  of  postage  for  the  transmission  of  official  mail 
matter  in  connection  with  the  administration  of  unemploy¬ 
ment  compensation  systems  and  employment  services  by 
States  receiving  grants  herefrom. 

In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  said  Act  of  June  6, 
1933,  the  provisions  of  section  303  (a)  (1)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  as  amended,  relating  to  the  establishment 
and  maintenance  of  personnel  standards  on  a  merit  basis, 
shall  apply. 

None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  title  to  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security  for  grants-in-aid  of  State 
agencies  to  cover,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  cost  of  operation 
of  said  agencies  including  the  salaries  and  expenses  of  officers 
and  employees  of  said  agencies,  shall  be  withheld  from  the 
said  agencies  of  any  States  which  have  established  by  legis- 
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lative  enactment  and  have  in  operation  a  merit  system  and 
classification  and  compensation  plan  covering  the  selection, 
tenure  in  office,  and  compensation  of  their  employees,  be¬ 
cause  of  any  disapproval  of  their  personnel  or  the  manner 
of  their  selection  by  the  agencies  of  the  said  States,  or  the 
rates  of  pay  of  said  officers  or  employees. 

Grants  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For  mak¬ 
ing,  after  May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  payments  to 
States  under  title  III  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended, 
and  under  the  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  as  amended,  for  the 
first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year,  such  sums 
as  may  be  necessary,  the  obligations  incurred  and  the 
expenditures  made  thereunder  for  payments  under  such  title 
and  under  such  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  to  be  charged  to  the 
appropriation  therefor  for  that  fiscal  year. 

BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYEES’  COMPENSATION 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  necessary  administrative 
expenses  and  not  to  exceed  $46,000  for  the  Employees’ 
Compensation  Board  of  Appeals,  $1,947-, 000  $1,887 ,816, 
of  which  not  more  than  $1,618,499  shall  he  available  for 
personal  services,  together  with  not  to  exceed  $122,000  to 
be  derived  from  the  War  Claims  Fund  created  by  section 
13  (a)  of  the  War  Claims  Act  of  1948  (50  IT.  S.  C.  2012) . 

Employees’  compensation  fund:  For  the  payment  of 
compensation  and  other  benefits  and  expenses  (except 
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1  administrative  expenses)  authorized  by  law  and  accruing 

2  during  the  current  or  any  prior  fiscal  year,  including  pay- 

3  ments  to  other  Federal  agencies  for  medical  and  hospital 

4  services  pursuant  to  agreement  approved  by  the  Bureau  of 

5  Employees’  Compensation ;  continuation  of  payment  of  bene- 

6  fits  as  provided  for  under  the  head  “Civilian  War  Benefits” 

7  in  the  Federal  Security  Agency  Appropriation  Act,  1947; 

8  the  advancement  of  costs  for  enforcement  of  recoveries  in 

9  third-party  cases;  the  furnishing  of  medical  and  hospital 
10  services  and  supplies,  treatment,  and  funeral  and  burial 

expenses,  including  transportation  and  other  expenses  inci- 

12  dental  to  such  services,  treatment,  and  burial,  for  such 

13  enrollees  of  the  Civilian  Conservation  Corps  as  were  certified 

14  by  the  Director  of  such  Corps  as  receiving  hospital  services 

15  and  treatment  at  Government  expense  on  June  30,  1943, 

16  and  who  are  not  otherwise  entitled  thereto  as  civilian  em- 

17  ployees  of  the  United  States,  and  the  limitations  and  author- 

18  ity  of  the  Act  of  September  7,  1916,  as  amended  (5  U.  S.  C. 

19  796) ,  shall  apply  in  providing  such  services,  treatment,  and 

20  expenses  in  such  cases;  $30,000,000,  together  with  not  to 

21  exceed  $5,000,000  to  be  derived  from  the  War  Claims 

22  Fund  created  by  section  13  (a)  of  the  War  Claims  Act  of 

23  1948  (50  U.  S.  C.  2012)  and  to  he  available  for  payments 

24  pursuant  to  sections  4  (c)  and  5  (f)  of  such  Act,  which 

25  amounts  may  be  accounted  for  as  one  fund. 
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1  BUREAU  OF  LABOR  STATISTICS 

2  Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 

3  work  of  the  Bureau,  including  advances  or  reimbursement  to 

4  State,  Federal,  and  local  agencies  and  their  employees  for 

5  services  rendered,  and  not  to  exceed  $15,000  for  services 

6  as  authorized  hy  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 

7  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a) ,  $§,2134)00  $5,371,352,  of  which  not  more 

8  than  $4,530,755  shall  be  available  for  personal  services. 

9  Revision  of  consumers’  price  index:  For  expenses  nec- 

10  essary  to  enable  the  Bureau  to  complete  the  revision  of  the 

11  Consumers’  Price  Index,  including  temporary  employees  at 

12  rates  to  be  fixed  by  the  Secretary  without  regard  to  the  civil 

13  service  and  classification  laws  and  the  Federal  Employees 

14  Pay  Act  of  1945,  as  amended;  and  services  as  authorized  hy 

15  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ; 

16  $1,000,000  $1,125,000,  of  which  not  more  than  $991,323 

17  shall  be  available  for  personal  services. 

18  women’s  bureau 

19  Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 

20  work  of  the  Women’s  Bureau,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of 

21  June  5,  1920  (29  U.  S.  C.  11-16),  including  purchase  of 

22  reports  and  material  for  informational  exhibits,  $3894)00 

23  $379,285,  of  which  not  more  than  $317,581  shall  be  avail- 

24  able  for  personal  services. 

H.  R.  3709 - 2 
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1  WAGE  AND  HOUR  DIVISION 

2  Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  per- 

3  forming  the  duties  imposed  by  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 

4  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  the  Act  to  provide  condi- 

5  tions  for  the  purchase  of  supplies  and  the  making  of  contracts 

6  by  the  United  States,  approved  June  30,  1936  (41  U.  S.  C. 

7  38),  including  reimbursement  to  State,  Federal,  and  local 

8  agencies  and  their  employees  for  inspection  services  ren- 

9  dered,  and  for  expenses  of  attendance  of  cooperating  officials 

10  and  consultants  at  conferences  concerned  with  the  work  of 

11  the  Division,  $8r000,000  $ 8,365,304 ,  of  which  not  more  than 

12  $7 ,119 ,227  shall  he  available  for  personal  services. 

13  GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

14  Sec.  102.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 

15  salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  stenographic 

16  reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 

17  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  0.  55a),  for  examination  of  esti- 

18  mates  of  appropriations  in  the  field,  and  for  expenses  of 

19  attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  function  or 

20  activity  for  which  any  such  appropriation  is  made. 

21  Sec.  103.  Not  to  exceed  5  per  centum  of  any  appro- 

22  priation  in  this  title  may  be  transferred  to  any  other 

23  such  appropriation  but  no  such  appropriation  shall  be  in- 

24  creased  by  more  than  5  per  centum  by  any  such  transfer: 
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1  Provided,  That  no  such  transfer  shall  he  used  for  creation  of 

2  new  functions  within  the  Department. 

3  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Labor 

4  Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 

5  TITLE  II— FEDERAL  SECURITY  AGENCY 

6  AMERICAN  PRINTING  HOUSE  FOR  THE  BLIND 

7  Education  of  the  blind:  For  carrying  out  the  Act  of 

8  August  4,  1919,  as  amended  (20  U.  S.  C.  101) ,  $115,000. 

9  COLUMBIA  INSTITUTION  FOR  THE  DEAF 

10  Salaries  and  expenses :  For  the  partial  support  of 

11  Columbia  Institution  for  the  Deaf,  including  personal  services 

12  and  miscellaneous  expenses,  and  repairs  and  improvements, 

13  $390,000  $374,537,  of  which  not  more  than  $293,805  shall 

14  he  available  for  personal  services. 

15  FOOD  AND  DRUG  ADMINISTRATION 

Id  Salaries  and  expenses :  For  necessary  expenses  for  carry- 

17  ing  out  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act,  as 

18  amended  (21  U.  S.  C.  301-392,  Public  Law  459,  approved 

19  March  16,  1950)  ;  the  Tea  Importation  Act,  as  amended 

20  (21  U.  S.  C.  41-50)  ;  the  Import  Milk  Act  (21  U.  S.  C. 

21  141-149)  ;  the  Federal  Caustic  Poison  Act  (15  U.  S.  C. 

22  401-411 )  ;  and  the  Filled  Milk  Act,  as  amended  (21  U.  S.  C. 

23  61-64)  ;  including  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  seven  pas- 
21  senger  motor  vehicles,  of  which  two  shall  be  for  replace- 
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ment  only;  reporting  and  illustrating  the  results  of 
investigations;  purchase  of  chemicals,  apparatus,  and  scien¬ 
tific  equipment ;  not  to  exceed  $2,000  for  payment  in  advance 
for  special  tests  and  analyses  by  contract;  and  payment  of 
fees,  travel,  and  per  diem  in  connection  with  studies  of  new 
developments  pertinent  to  food  and  drug  enforcement  opera¬ 
tions;  $5-345,000  $5,172,975,  of  which  not  more  than 
$4,218,475  shall  be  available  for  personal  services . 

Salaries  and  expenses,  certification  and  inspection  serv¬ 
ices:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  certification  or  inspec¬ 
tion  of  certain  products  in  accordance  with  sections  406,  504, 
506,  507,  604,  702A,  and  706  of  the  Federal  Food,  Drug, 
and  Cosmetic  Act,  as  amended  (21  U.  S.  C.  346,  354,  356, 
357,  364,  372a,  and  376),  the  aggregate  of  the  advance 
deposits  during  the  current  fiscal  year  to  cover  payment  of 
fees  by  applicants  for  certification  or  inspection  of  such  prod¬ 
ucts,  to  remain  available  until  expended.  The  total  amount 
herein  appropriated  shall  he  available  for  personal  services; 
purchase  of  chemicals,  apparatus,  and  scientific  equipment, 
and  the  refund  of  advance  deposits  for  which  no  service  has 
been  rendered. 

fbeedmen’s  hospital 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for 
operation  and  maintenance,  including  repairs;  purchase  of 
one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replacement  only ;  furnishing, 
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repairing,  and  cleaning  of  wearing  apparel  used  by 
employees  in  the  performance  of  their  official  duties ;  transfer 
of  funds  to  the  appropriation  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Howard 
University”  for  salaries  of  technical  and  professional  person¬ 
nel  detailed  to  the  hospital ;  payments  to  the  appropriation  of 
Howard  University  for  instruction  of  nurses  and  actual  cost 
of  heat,  light,  and  power  furnished  by  such  university; 
$2,906,500  $ 2,631,500 ,  of  which  not  more  than  $2,053,786 
shall  he  available  for  personal  services:  Provided,  That  no 
intern  or  resident  physician  receiving  compensation  from 
this  appropriation  on  a  full-time  basis  shall  receive  compen¬ 
sation  in  the  form  of  wages  or  salary  from  any  other  ap¬ 
propriation  in  this  title. 

HOWAED  UNIVEESITY 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  the  partial  support  of  How¬ 
ard  University,  including  personal  services  and  miscella¬ 
neous  expenses  and  repairs  to  buildings  and  grounds, 


$£t5257000  $2,415,084. 

Plans  and  specifications:  For  the  preparation  of  plans 
and  specifications  for  construction,  under  the  supervision  of 
the  General  Services  Administration,  on  the  grounds  of 
Howard  University  of  a  pharmacy  building,  including  engi¬ 
neering  and  architectural  services,  advertising,  and  travel, 
$55,500,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

Construction  of  buildings:  For  construction  of  buildings 
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on  the  grounds  of  Howard  University,  under  the  supervision 
of  the  General  Services  Administration,  to  remain  available 
until  expended,  as  follows: 

For  construction  of  a  pharmacy  building,  together  with 
alterations  and  installations  in  connection  with  such  con¬ 
struction,  including  engineering  and  architectural  services, 
and  travel,  $904,500; 

For  payment  of  obligations  incurred  under  authority 
provided  under  this  head  in  the  First  Deficiency  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act,  1948,  as  amended  by  the  Second  Deficiency  Ap¬ 
propriation  Act,  1949,  to  enter  into  contracts  for  construction 
of  an  engineering  building,  $332,000. 

OFFICE  OF  EDUCATION 

Promotion  and  further  development  of  vocational  edu¬ 
cation:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  3  of  the 

* 

Vocational  Education  Act  of  1946  (20  U.  S.  C.  15) ,  section 
4  of  the  Act  of  March  10,  1924  (20  U.  S.  C.  29)  ,  and  sec¬ 
tion  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1931  (20  U.  S.  O.  30) 
and  the  Act  of  March  18,  1950  (Public  Law  462), 
$48t223,261  $ 20,017,760 :  Provided,  That  the  apportion¬ 
ment  to  the  States  under  the  Vocational  Education  Act  of 
1946  shall  be  computed  on  the  basis  of  not  to  exceed 
$48,048,261  $19 ,847 ,760  for  the  current  fiscal  yearn  Pro 
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vided  further -That  no  part  el  ibis  appropriation  shah  be 
available  ler  vocational  education  in  distributive  occupations. 

Further  endowment  of  colleges  of  agriculture  and  the 
mechanic  arts:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  22 
of  the  Act  of  June  29,  1935  (7  U.  S.  0.  329) ,  $2,480,000. 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
Office  of  Education,  including  surveys,  studies,  investigations, 
and  reports  regarding  libraries;  fostering  coordination  of 
public  and  school  library  service;  coordination  of  library 
service  on  the  national  level  with  other  forms  of  adult 
education;  developing  library  participation  in  Federal  proj¬ 
ects;  fostering  Nation-wide  coordination  of  research  materials 
among  libraries,  interstate  library  coordination  and  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  library  service  throughout  the  country;  purchase, 
distribution,  and  exchange  of  educational  documents,  motion- 
picture  films,  and  lantern  slides;  collection,  exchange,  and 


cataloging  of  educational  apparatus  and  appliances,  articles 
of  school  furniture  and  models  of  school  buildings  illustrative 
of  foreign  and  domestic  systems  and  methods  of  education, 
and  repairing  the  same;  $3,253jOGO  $3,397 ,706,  of  which 
not  more  than  $2,893,577  shall  be  available  for  personal 
services,  and  of  which  not  less  than  $500,000  shall  be 
available  for  the  Division  of  Vocational  Education  as  author- 
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ized:  Provided,  That  all  receipts  from  non-Federal  agencies 
representing  reimbursement  for  expenses  of  travel  of  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Office  of  Education  performing  advisory 
functions  to  said  agencies  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Treasury 
of  the  United  States  to  the  credit  of  this  appropriation. 

Payments  to  school  districts:  For  payments  to  local 
educational  agencies  for  the  maintenance  and  operation  of 
schools  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  30,  1950 
(Public  Law  874),  $28y000,000  $40,000,000:  Provided, 
Thai  this  appropriation  shall  also  he  available  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  section  6  of  such  Act. 

Grants  for  sehool  construction :  For  grants  for  emer¬ 
gency  sehool  construction  to  school  districts  in  feder- 
a%  flffeetd  ureas  as  authorized  hy  the  Act  of 
September  m~,  4000  -(Public  Law  840)^  h>  remain  avail¬ 
able  untd  expended;  $75,000,000,  of  which  $T5;000,000  is 
for  payment  of  obligations  incurred  under  authority  provided 
under  this  head  in  the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Aefr 
1951 :  Provided,  That  no  portion  of  this  appropriation  shall 
he  available  for  reimbursement  payments  under  section  200 
-(of  -(4$  of  such  Act  with  respect  to  sehool  facilities  com¬ 
pleted  before  duly  4y  4904s  Provided  further,  That  in 
determining  relative  urgency  of  need  for  purposes  of  pro 
scribing,-  under  section  -206  -(d)-  of  such  Act,  the  order  in 
^wlnek  certifications  for  payments  from  this  appropriation 


17 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 


shah  be  made  -(-other  than  payments  m  liquidation  el  con¬ 
tractual  obligations  incurred:  prior  to  dady  h  1951)-?  the 
Commissioner  shah  ghee  special  consideration  to  the  extent 
to  wliiefe  the  seheel  facilities  are  needed  in  the  interests  el 
national  defensev 

SCHOOL  CONSTRUCTION 

For  providing  school  facilities  and  for  grants  to  local 
educational  agencies  in  federally  affected  areas ,  as  authorized 
by  title  II  of  the  Act  of  September  23,  1950  (Public  Law 
815),  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $ 75,000,000 ,  of 
which  $25,000,000  is  for  payment  of  obligations  incurred 
under  authority  granted  for  the  foregoing  purpose  in  the 
Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1951. 

OFFICE  OF  VOCATIONAL  REHABILITATION 
Payments  to  States  (including  Alaska,  Hawaii,  and 
Puerto  Pico)  :  For  payments  to  States  (including  Alaska, 
Hawaii,  and  Puerto  Pico)  in  accordance  with  the  Voca¬ 
tional  Pehabilitation  Act,  as  amended  (29  U.  S.  0.,  ch.  4) , 
including  payments,  in  accordance  with  regulations  of  the 
Administrator,  for  one-half  of  necessary  expenditures  for  the 
acquisition  of  vending  stands  or  other  equipment  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  section  3  (a)  (3)  (C)  of  said  Act  for  the  use  of 
blind  persons,  such  stands  or  other  equipment  to  be  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  State  agency,  $20, 475, -090  $21,500 ,000 ,  of 
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1  which  not  more  than  $87,346  shall  he  available  for  personal 

2  services,  and  of  which  not  to  exceed  $175,000  shall  be  avail- 

3  able  to  the  Federal  Security  Administrator  for  providing 

4  rehabilitation  services  to  disabled  residents  of  the  District  of 

5  Columbia,  as  authorized  by  section  6  of  said  Act,  which  latter 

6  amount  shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  in 

7  connection  with  providing  such  services  in  the  District  of 

8  Columbia:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  15  per  centum  of 

9  the  appropriation  shall  be  used  for  administrative  purposes. 

10  Payments  to  States  (including  Alaska,  Hawaii,  and 

11  Puerto  Pico) ,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For  making,  after 

12  May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  payments  to  States  in 

13  accordance  with  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Act,  as 

14  amended  (including  the  objects  specified  in  the  preceding 

15  paragraph),  for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding 

16  fiscal  year  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary,  the  obligations 
incurred  and  the  expenditures  made  thereunder  to  be  charged 

18  to  the  appropriation  therefor  for  that  fiscal  year:  Provided, 

19  That  the  payments  made  pursuant  to  this  paragraph  shall  not 

20  exceed  the  amount  paid  to  the  States  for  the  first  quarter  of 

21  the  current  fiscal  year. 

22  Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  in  car- 
rymg  out  the  provisions  of  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation 

2^  Act,  as  amended,  and  of  the  Act  approved  June  20,  1936 
25  (20  U.  S.  C.,  ch.  6A) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $3,000  for 
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1  production,  purchase,  and  distribution  of  educational  films; 

2  $705,000  $ 675,620 ,  of  which  not  more  than  $ 558,220  shall 

3  he  available  for  personal  services. 

I  PUBLIC  HEALTH  SERVICE 

5  For  necessary  expenses  in  carrying  out  the  Public 

6  Health  Service  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  0.,  ch.  6A) 

7  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Act) ,  and  other  Acts,  includ- 
3  ing  (with  the  exception  of  the  appropriation  “Pay,  and  so 
9  forth,  commissioned  officers,  Public  Health  Service”)  pur- 

19  chase  of  reports,  documents,  and  other  material  for  publica- 

11  tion;  preparation  and  display  of  posters  and  exhibits  by  con- 

12  tract  or  otherwise;  packing,  unpacking,  crating,  uncrating, 

13  drayage,  and  transportation  of  personal  effects  of  commis- 

II  sioned  officers  and  transportation  of  their  dependents  on 

15  change  of  station;  and  increased  allowances  to  Reserve 

16  officers  for  foreign  service ;  as  follows : 

17  Venereal  diseases:  To  cany  out  the  purposes  of  sections 

18  314  (a)  and  363  of  the  Act  with  respect  to  venereal  diseases 

19  including  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  centers  for  the 

20  diagnosis,  treatment,  support,  and  clothing  of  persons  afflicted 

21  with  venereal  diseases ;  transportation  and  subsistence  of  such 

22  persons  and  their  attendants  to  and  from  the  place  of  treat- 

23  ment  or  allowance  in  lieu  thereof;  diagnosis  and  treatment 
21  (including  emergency  treatment  for  other  illnesses)  of  such 
25  persons  through  contracts  with  physicians  and  hospitals  and 
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1  other  appropriate  institutions;  fees  for  case  finding  and 

2  referral  to  such  centers  of  voluntary  patients;  reasonable 

3  expenses  of  preparing  remains  or  burial  of  deceased  patients ; 

4  recreational  supplies  and  equipment;  leasing  of  facilities 

5  and  repair  and  alteration  of  leased  facilities;  the  purchase  of 

6  not  to  exceed  fifteen  twenty  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  re- 

7  placement  only,  and  for  grants  of  money,  services,  supplies, 

8  equipment,  and  use  of  facilities  to  States,  as  defined  in  the 

9  Act,  and  with  the  approval  of  the  respective  State  health 

10  authorities,  to  counties,  health  districts,  and  other  political 

11  subdivisions  of  the  States,  for  the  foregoing  purposes,  in  such 

12  amounts  and  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Surgeon 

13  General  may  determine ;  $44,-7007000  $ 11,653,360 ,  of  which 

14  not  more  than  $ 2,786,157  shall  be  available  for  personal 

15  services. 

16  Tuberculosis:  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  section  314 

17  (b)  of  the  Act,  $8,715,000  $8,887 ,351,  of  which  not  more 

18  than  $2,140,323  shall  be  available  for  personal  services. 

19  Assistance  to  States,  general:  To  carry  out  the  purposes 

20  of  section  314  (c)  of  the  Act;  to  provide  consultative  serv- 

21  ices  to  States  pursuant  to  section  311  of  the  Act;  to  make 

22  field  investigations  and  demonstrations  pursuant  to  section 

23  301  of  the  Act;  and  to  provide  for  collecting  and  compiling 

24  mortality,  morbidity,  and  vital  statistics  (including  procure- 

25  rnent  by  contract  of  transcripts  of  State,  municipal,  and  other 
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records) ,  including  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  ten  pas¬ 
senger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only;  $15,960,000, 
of  which  not  more  than  $1,900,944  shall  be  available  for 
'personal  services. 

Communicable  diseases:  To  carry  out,  except  as  other¬ 
wise  provided  for,  those  provisions  of  sections  301,  311,  361, 
and  704  of  the  Act  relating  to  the  prevention  and  suppression 


of  communicable  and  preventable  diseases,  and  the  interstate 
transmission  and  spread  thereof,  including  the  purchase, 
erection,  and  maintenance  of  portable  buildings;  the  purchase 
of  not  to  exceed  twenty  thirty  passenger  motor  vehicles  and 
two  aircraft  for  replacement  only;  and  hire,  maintenance, 
and  operation  of  aircraft;  $6709 0,000  $5,915,747,  of  which 
not  more  than  $4,450,816  shall  be  available  for  personal 

services. 

Engineering,  sanitation,  and  industrial  hygiene:  Eor 
expenses,  not  otherwise  provided,  necessary  to  carry  out 
those  provisions  of  sections  301,  311,  and  361  of  the  Act 
relating  to  sanitation  and  other  aspects  of  environmental 
health,  including  enforcement  of  applicable  quaiantine  law^s 
and  interstate  quarantine  regulations,  and  foi  cai lying  out 
the  purposes  of  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  (33  IT.  S,  C. 
466-466  (j)  ),  including  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  eleven 
passenger  motor  vehicles,  of  which  nine  shall  be  foi  leplace- 
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ment  only;  $3,710,000  $ 3,648,158 ,  of  which  not  more  than 
$2,885,004  shall  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Grants,  water  pollution  control:  For  grants  to  carry  out 
section  8  (a)  of  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  (33  IT.  S. 
C.  466-466  (j)),  $900,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

Disease  and  sanitation  investigations  and  control,  Terri¬ 
tory  of  Alaska  :  To  enable  the  Surgeon  General  to  conduct 
in  the  Service,  and  to  cooperate  with  and  assist  the  Territory 
of  Alaska  in  the  conduct  of,  activities  necessary  in  the  inves¬ 
tigation,  prevention,  treatment,  and  control  of  diseases,  and 
the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  health  and  sanitation 
services  pursuant  to  and  for  the  purposes  specified  in  sections 
301,  311,  314  (without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  sub¬ 
sections  (d) ,  (f) ,  (h) ,  and  (j)  and  the  limitations  set  forth 
in  subsection  (c)  of  such  section),  361,  363,  and  704  of 
the  Act,  including  the  purchase  of  one  passenger  motor 
vehicle,  and  hire,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  aircraft, 
$1,-234,000  $1,211,129,  of  which  not  more  than  $434,547 
shall  be  available  for  personal  services :  Provided,  That 
property  of  the  Public  Health  Service  located  in  Alaska  and 
used  in  carrying  out  the  activities  herein  authorized  may  be 
transferred,  without  reimbursement,  to  the  Territory  of 
Alaska  at  the  discretion  of  the  Surgeon  General. 

Buildings  and  facilities,  Cincinnati,  Ohio:  For  payment 
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1  of  obligations  incurred  pursuant  to  authority  granted  under 

2  the  head  “Buildings  and  facilities,  Cincinnati,  Ohio,”  Gcn- 

3  oral  Services  Administration,  in  the  Independent  Offices 

4  Appropriation  Act,  1951,  $2,400,000,  to  remain  available 

5  until  expended. 

6  Grants  for  hospital  construction:  For  payments  for  lios- 
I  pital  construction  under  part  C,  title  VI,  of  the  Act,  as 

8  amended,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $1V57000,900 

9  $195,000,000,  of  which  $100,000,000  is  for  payment  of 
19  obligations  incurred  under  authority  heretofore  granted  under 

11  this  head:  Provided,  That  allotments  under  such  part  C  to 

12  the  several  States  for  the  current  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  on 

13  the  basis  of  an  amount  equal  to  that  part  of  the  appropriation 

14  granted  herein  which  is  available  for  new  obligations. 

15  Salaries  and  expenses,  hospital  construction  services: 

16  For  salaries  and  expenses  incident  to  carrying  out  title  VI 

17  of  the  Act,  as  amended,  including  the  purchase  of  not  to 

18  exceed  three  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only 

19  $1,195,000  $ 1,166,465 ,  of  irhich  not  more  than  $ 1,017,105 

20  shall  he  available  for  personal  services. 

21  Hospitals  and  medical  care:  For  carrying  out  the  func- 

22  tions  of  the  Public  Health  Service  under  the  Act  of  August  8, 

23  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  150) ,  and  under  sections  321,  322,  324, 

24  326,  331,  332,  341,  343,  344,  502,  504,  and  710  of  the 

25  Public  Health  Service  Act,  and  Executive  Order  9079  of 
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February  26,  1942,  including  purchase  and  exchange  of  farm 
products  and  livestock ;  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  fifteen  pas¬ 
senger  motor  vehicles,  including  four  ambulances,  for  replace¬ 
ment  only;  and  firearms  and  ammunitions;  $30,200,000: 
Provided,  That  when  the  Public  Health  Service  establishes 
or  operates  a  health  service  program  for  any  department  or 
agency,  payment  for  the  estimated  cost  shall  be  made  in 
advance  for  deposit  to  the  credit  of  this  appropriation. 

Foreign  quarantine  service:  For  carrying  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  sections  361  to  369  of  the  Act,  relating  to  preventing 
the  introduction  of  communicable  diseases  from  foreign  coun¬ 
tries,  the  medical  examination  of  aliens  in  accordance  with 
section  325  of  the  Act,  and  the  care  and  treatment  of 
quarantine  detainees  pursuant  to  section  322  (e)  of  the 
Act  in  private  or  other  public  hospitals  when  facilities  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  are  not  available,  including  insurance 
of  official  motor  vehicles  in  foreign  countries  when  required 
by  law  of  such  countries;  and  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed 
twelve  passenger  motor  vehicles  of  which  ten  shall  be  for 
replacement  only;  $27990-^900  $2,868,029,  of  which  not 
more  than  $2,507,458  shall  be  available  for  personal  services. 

National  Institutes  of  Health,  operating  expenses:  For 
the  activities  of  the  National  Institutes  of  Health,  not  other¬ 
wise  provided  for,  including  research  fellowships  and  grants 
for  research  projects  pursuant  to  section  301  of  the  Act;  the 
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regulation  and  preparation  of  biologic  products ;  the  purchase 
of  not  to  exceed  six  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replace¬ 
ment  only;  not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  entertainment  of  visit¬ 
ing  scientists  when  specifically  approved  by  the  Surgeon 
General;  erection  of  temporary  structures;  and  grants  of 
adrenocorticotropic  hormone  (ACTH),  cortisone,  and  other 
chemical  substances,  and  for  development  of  other  related 
compounds;  $15,500j000  $15,559 ,973,  of  which  not  more 
than  $4,560,505  shall  be  available  for  personal  services. 

National  Cancer  Institute:  To  enable  the  Surgeon 
General,  upon  the  recommendations  of  the  National  Ad¬ 
visory  Cancer  Council,  to  make  grants-in-aid  for  research 
and  training  projects  relating  to  cancer;  to  cooperate  with 
State  health  agencies,  and  other  public  and  private  non¬ 
profit  institutions,  in  the  prevention,  control,  and  eradica¬ 
tion  of  cancer  by  providing  consultative  services,  demonstra¬ 
tions,  and  grants-in-aid;  for  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed 
feur  six  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only;  and 
to  otherwise  carry  out  the  provisions  of  title  IV,  part  A,  of 
the  Act;  $19,500,0.00  $19,805,171,  of  which  not  more  than 
$2,694,760  shall  be  available  for  personal  services,  of  which 
not  less  than  $4,625,000  shall  be  available  exclusively  for 
payment  of  obligations  for  research  and  training  grants  in¬ 
curred  under  authority  heretofore  granted  under  this  head. 

Mental  health  activities:  For  expenses  necessary  for 
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carrying  out  the  provisions  of  sections  301,  302,  303,  311, 
312,  and  314  (c)  of  the  Act  with  respect  to  mental  diseases, 
$10,300^000  $10,737 ,974,  of  which  not  more  than  $1,178,- 
489  shall  he  available  for  personal  services,  of  which  not 
Jess  than  $573,000  shall  be  available  exclusively  for  payment 
of  obligations  for  research  and  training  grants  incurred  under 
authority  heretofore  granted  under  this  head. 

National  Heart  Institute:  Tor  expenses  necessary  to 
carry  on  the  purposes  of  the  National  Heart  Act,  including 
the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  two  passenger  motor  vehicles 
for  replacement  only,  fdOjOOOjOOO  $10,072,982,  of  which 
not  more  than  $1,463,333  shall  he  available  for  personal 
services. 

Dental  health  activities:  Dor  expenses  not  otherwise 
provided  for,  necessary  to  enable  the  Surgeon  General  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Act  with  respect  to  dental 
diseases  and  conditions,  $4,500,000  $1,697,308,  of  which 
not  more  than  $1,001,156  shall  he  available  for  personal 
services. 

Construction  of  research  facilities:  For  construction  of 
research  facilities,  to  be  transferred  (except  such  part  as  may 
be  necessary  for  incidental  expenses  and  purchase  of  equip¬ 
ment  by  the  Public  Health  Service)  to  the  General  Services 
Administration,  and  to  remain  available  until  expended,  as 
follows : 
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For  continuation  of  construction  of  a  combined  hospital 
and  research  building  as  authorized  under  this  head  in  the 
Federal  Security  Agency  Appropriation  Acts  of  1949  and 
1950,  $10,400,000,  $9 ,445 ,000 ,  together  with  $955,000  to  be 
derived  by  transfer  from  funds  provided  for  the  construction 
of  additional  auxiliary  structures  under  this  head  in  the 
Federal  Security  Appropriation  Act,  1951,  of  which 
$10,000,000  is  for  payment  of  obligations  incurred  under 
authority  heretofore  granted  under  this  head. 

For  payment  of  obligations  incurred  under  authority 
heretofore  granted  to  enter  into  contracts  for  construction  of 
auxiliary  service  area  structures,  as  authorized  under  this 
head  in  the  Federal  Security  Agency  Appropriation  Act, 

1950,  $300,000. 

For  payment  of  obligations  incurred  under  authority 
heretofore  granted  to  enter  into  contracts  for  construction  of 
additional  auxiliary  structures  as  authorized  under  this 
head  in  the  Federal  Security  Agency  Appropriation  Act, 

1951,  $3£0,000  $250,000. 

For  purchase  and  installation  of  additional  equipment, 
supplies,  and  furnishings  for  structures  heretofore  provided 
under  this  head,  $6,640,000  $6,635,540,  of  which  not  more 
than  $84,740  shall  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Commissioned  officers,  pay,  and  so  forth:  For  pay,  uni¬ 
forms  and  subsistence  allowances,  increased  allowances  for 
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foreign  service  and  commutation  of  quarters  for  not  to  exceed 
one  thousand  five  hundred  regular  active  commissioned 
officers;  for  medals,  decorations,  and  retired  pay  of  regular 
and  reserve  commissioned  officers;  for  payment  of  claims  for 
private  property  lost,  destroyed,  captured,  abandoned,  or 
damaged  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States,  as 
authorized  by  law  (31  U.  S.  0.  222c,  h;  42  U.  S.  C.  213)  ; 
and  for  six  months’  death  gratuity  pay  and  burial  payments 
for  regular  commissioned  officers;  $1-,790j0Q0  $1,861,- 
500,  of  which  not  more  than  $731,500  shall  he  available 
for  'personal  services,  and  the  Surgeon  General  is  author¬ 
ized  to  advance  to  this  appropriation  from  appropriations 
made  available  to  the  Public  Health  Service  for  the  current 
fiscal  year  such  additional  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  for 
pay  and  allowances  of  the  officers  herein  authorized. 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  the  divisions  and  offices  of  the 
Office  of  the  Surgeon  General  and  for  miscellaneous  expenses 
of  the  Public  Health  Service  not  appropriated  for  elsewhere, 
including  conducting  research  on  technical  nursing  standards 
and  furnishing  consultative  nursing  services;  preparing  in¬ 
formation,  articles,  and  publications  related  to  public  health; 
conducting  studies  and  demonstrations  in  public  health 
methods ;  carrying  on  international  health  activities,  including 
not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  entertainment  of  officials  of  other 
countries  when  specifically  authorized  by  the  Surgeon  Gen- 
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1  eral;  and  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  two  passenger  motor 

2  vehicles  for  replacement  only;  $2,850,000  $ 2,745,868 ,  of 

3  which  not  more  than  $ 2,320,514  shall  be  available  for  per- 

4  sonal  services. 

5  SAINT  ELIZABETHS  HOSPITAL 

6  Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 

7  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  hospital,  including  purchase 

8  of  not  to  exceed  three  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  re- 

9  placement  only,  clothing  for  patients  and  cooperation  with 

10  organizations  or  individuals  in  scientific  research  into  the 

11  nature,  causes,  prevention,  and  treatment  of  mental  illness, 

12  $2,135,000. 

13  Major  repairs  and  preservation  of  buildings  and  grounds : 

14  For  miscellaneous  construction,  alterations,  repairs,  and 

15  equipment,  on  the  grounds  of  the  hospital,  including  prepa- 

16  ration  of  plans  and  specifications,  advertising,  and  super- 

17  vision  of  construction,  $136,500,  to  remain  available  until 

18  expended :  Provided,  That  any  part  of  this  amount  may 

19  be  transferred  to  the  General  Services  Administration. 

20  SOCIAL  SECURITY  ADMINISTRATION 

21  Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Federal  Credit  Unions: 

22  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  supervision  of  Federal  credit 

23  unions,  $175,000  $ 167,650 ,  together  with  the  aggregate  of 

24  amounts  received  from  certificate,  supervision,  and  examina- 

25  tion  fees  collected  from  Federal  credit  unions  as  authorized 
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1  by  law,  of  which  total  sum  not  more  than  $614,650  shall  be 

2  available  for  personal  services. 

3  Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Old-Age  and  Sur- 

4  vivors  Insurance:  For  necessary  expenses,  including  pur- 

5  chase  of  four  passenger  motor  vehicles;  and  furnishing, 

6  repairing,  and  cleaning  of  wearing  apparel  and  equipment 
1  used  by  building  guards;  not  more  than  $-58,000,000  $57,- 
8  437,980  may  be  expended  from  the  Federal  old-age  and  sur- 
0  vivors  insurance  trust  fund,  of  which  not  more  than  $48,697 ,- 

10  378  shall  be  available  for  personal  services. 

11  Reimbursement  to  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  in- 

12  surance  trust  fund:  For  reimbursement  to  the  Federal  old- 

13  age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  for  administrative 

14  costs  and  for  benefits  paid  during  the  period  July  1,  1949 

15  through  August  31,  1950  to  the  survivors  of  veterans  of 

16  World  War  II  eligible  for  benefits  as  provided  under  section 
11  210  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  C. 

18  410),  $3,734,000. 

19  Grants  to  States  for  public  assistance:  For  grants  to 

20  States  for  old-age  assistance,  aid  to  dependent  children, 

21  aid  to  the  blind,  and  aid  to  the  permanently  and  totally 

22  disabled,  as  authorized  in  titles  I,  IV,  X,  and  XIV  of  the 

23  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  C.,  ch.  7, 

24  subch.  I,  IV,  and  X,  64  Stat.  477),  $1^250,000,000 

25  $1,150,000,000,  of  which  such  amount  as  may  be  necessary 
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1  shall  be  available  for  grants  for  any  period  in  tbe  prior  fiscal 

2  year  subsequent  to  March  31  of  that  year. 

3  Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance: 

4  Por  expenses  necessary  for  tbe  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance, 

5  $1,-16^7400  $ 1,600,000 ,  of  which  not  more  than  $1,455,400 

6  shall  he  available  for  'personal  services. 

7  Salaries  and  expenses,  Children’s  Bureau:  For  necessary 

8  expenses  in  carrying  out  tbe  Act  of  April  9,  1912,  as 

9  amended  (29  U.  S.  C.  18a) ,  and  title  V  of  tbe  Social  Security 

10  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  C.,  cb.  7,  subcb.  V),  including 

11  purchase  of  reports  and  material  for  tbe  publications  of  the 

12  Children’s  Bureau  and  of  reprints  for  distribution,  $1,150t~ 

13  000  $1,500,000,  of  which  not  more  than  $1,238,900  shall  be 

14  available  for  personal  services :  Provided,  That  no  part  of  any 

15  appropriation  contained  in  this  title  shall  be  used  to  promul- 

16  gate  or  carry  out  any  instructions,  order,  or  regulation  relat- 

17  ing  to  the  care  of  obstetrical  cases  which  discriminate  between 

18  persons  licensed  under  State  law  to  practice  obstetrics:  Pro- 

19  vided  further,  That  tbe  foregoing  proviso  shall  not  be  so 

20  construed  as  to  prevent  any  patient  from  having  tbe  services 

21  of  any  practitioner  of  her  own  choice,  paid  for  out  of  this 

22  fund,  so  long  as  State  laws  are  complied  with:  Provided 

23  further,  That  any  State  plan  which  provides  standards  for 

24  professional  obstetrical  services  in  accordance  with  tbe  laws 

25  of  the  State  shall  be  approved. 
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Grants  to  States  for  maternal  and  child  welfare:  For 


2  grants  to  States  for  maternal  and  child-health  services,  serv- 

3  ices  for  crippled  children,  and  child-welfare  services  as  au- 

4  thorized  in  title  V,  parts  1,  2,  and  3,  of  the  Social  Security 

5  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  0.,  ch.  7,  subch.  V), 

6  $3-9,000, 000  $33,000,000 :  Provided,  That  any  allotment  to 

7  a  State  pursuant  to  section  502  (h)  or  512  (b)  of  such  Act 

8  shall  not  he  included  in  computing  for  the  purposes  of  subsec- 

9  tions  (a)  and  (b)  of  sections  504  and  514  of  such  Act  an 

10  amount  expended  or  estimated  to  be  expended  by  the  State-* 

11  Provided  fmdkerj  That  this  apprepriatien  shah  he  en 

^  ft  4*^  i'ftlft  basis  among  the  several  States  in  proportion  to  the 

amounts  to  which  the  respective  States  are  entitled  for  the 
14  current  hseal  year  by  reason  of  seetion  334  of  the  Social 
Security  Avl  Amendments  of  4950. 
lb  Salaries  and  expenses,  Office  of  the  Commissioner:  For 
17  expenses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  the  Commissioner  for 
Social  Security,  $2-1 9^7 00  $200,000,  together  with  not  to 

19  exceed  $140,300  $100,000  to  be  transferred  from  the  Fed- 

20  era!  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund. 

21  Grants  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For  mak- 

22  ing,  after  May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  payments 
2^  to  States  under  titles  I,  IV,  V,  X,  and  XIV,  respec- 
24  tively,  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  for  the  first 

quarter  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year,  such  sums  as  may 
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be  necessary,  the  obligations  incurred  and  the  expenditures 
made  thereunder  for  payments  under  each  of  such  titles  to 
be  charged  to  the  appropriation  therefor  for  that  fiscal  year. 

In  the  administration  of  titles  I,  IV,  V,  X,  and  XIV, 
respectively,  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  pay¬ 
ments  to  a  State  under  any  of  such  titles  for  any  quarter 
in  the  period  beginning  April  1  of  the  prior  year,  and  ending 
June  30  of  the  current  year,  may  be  made  with  respect  to 
a  State  plan  approved  under  such  title  prior  to  or  during 
such  period,  but  no  such  payment  shall  be  made  with  respect 
to  any  plan  for  any  quarter  prior  to  the  quarter  in  which 
such  plan  was  submitted  for  approval. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  ADMINISTRATOR 

Salaries,  Office  of  the  Administrator:  Salaries,  Office  of 
the  Administrator,  $2,050,000  $2,150,000,  together  with  not 
to  exceed  $103,000  $413,000  to  be  transferred  from  the 
Federal  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund:  Provided, 
That  the  Administrator  may  advance  to  this  appropriation 
from  appropriations  of  constituent  organizations  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Security  Agency  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to 
finance  the  regional  office  activities  of  such  constituent 
organizations. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Division  of  Service  Operations: 
For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  the  Administrator, 
including  salaries  for  the  Division  of  Service  Operations ;  and 
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purchase  of  one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replacement 
only;  $711,500,  together  with  not  to  exceed  $123,500  to 
be  transferred  from  the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  in¬ 
surance  trust  fund,  of  which  total  sum  not  more  than  $ 402,045 
shall  be  available  for  personal  services :  Provided,  That  the 
Administrator  may  advance  to  this  appropriation  from  ap¬ 
propriations  of  constituent  organizations  of  the  Federal 
Security  Agency  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  cover 
the  charges  for  services,  supplies,  equipment,  and  materials 
furnished. 

Salaries,  Office  of  the  General  Counsel :  Salaries,  Office  of 
the  General  Counsel,  $4-127000  $ 396,478 ,  together  with  not 
to  exceed  $22,950  to  be  transferred  from  the  appropriation 
“Salaries  and  expenses,  certification  and  inspection  serv¬ 
ices”,  and  not  to  exceed  $389,000  to  be  transferred  from 
the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund. 

Surplus  property  disposal:  For  expenses  necessary  for 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  subsections  203  (j)  and  (k) 
of  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended,  relating  to  disposal  of  real  and  personal 
excess  property  for  educational  purposes  and  protection  of 
public  health,  fPOOjOOO  $ 75,000 . 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  202.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 
salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  examination  of 
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1  estimates  of  appropriations  in  the  field,  and  for  payment 

2  in  advance  when  authorized  by  the  Federal  Security  Ad- 

3  ministrator  for  dues  or  fees  for  library  membership  in 

4  organizations  whose  publications  are  available  to  members 

5  only  or  to  members  at  a  price  lower  than  to  the  general 

6  public. 

7  Sec.  203.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 

8  salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  services  as 

9  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 

10  (5  IT.  S.  C.  55a) . 

11  Sec.  204.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available 

12  for  salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  travel  ex- 

13  penses  and  for  expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings  con- 

14  cemed  with  the  function  or  activity  for  which  any  such  ap- 

15  propriation  is  made. 

10  Sec.  205.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 

17  title  to  the  Social  Security  Administration  for  grants  in  aid 

18  of  State  agencies  to  cover,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  cost  of 

19  operation  of  said  agencies  including  the  salaries  and  expenses 

20  of  officers  and  employees  of  said  agencies,  shall  be  withheld 

21  from  the  said  agencies  of  any  States  which  have  estabbsbed 

22  by  legislative  enactment  and  have  in  operation  a  merit  sys- 

23  tern  and  classification  and  compensation  plan  covering  the 

24  selection,  tenure  in  office,  and  compensation  of  their  em- 

25  ployees,  because  of  any  disapproval  of  their  personnel  or  the 
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manner  of  their  selection  by  the  agencies  of  the  said  States, 
or  the  rates  of  pay  of  said  officers  or  employees. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Security 
Agency  Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 

TITLE  III— NATIONAL  LABOR  RELATIONS 

BOARD 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
National  Labor  Relations  Board  to  carry  out  the  functions 
vested  in  it  by  the  Labor-Management  Relations  Act,  1947 
(29  U.  S.  0.  141-167),  and  other  laws,  including 
expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  work 
of  the  Board  when  specifically  authorized  by  the  Chairman 
or  the  General  Counsel;  and  services  as  authorized  by  section 
15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ; 
$8,000,000  $8,233,959 ,  of  which  not  more  than  $6,622,284 
shall  be  available  for  personal  services :  Provided,  That  no 
part  of  this  appropriation  shall  he  available  to  organize  or 
assist  in  organizing  agricultural  laborers  or  used  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  investigations,  healings,  directives,  or  orders  con¬ 
cerning  bargaining  units  composed  of  agricultural  laborers  as 
referred  to  in  section  2  (3)  of  the  Act  of  July  5,  1935  (49 
Stat.  450) ,  and  as  amended  by  the  Labor-Management  Rela¬ 
tions  Act,  1947,  and  as  defined  in  section  3  (f)  of  the  Act  of 
June  25,  1938  (52  Stat.  1060). 
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1  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “National  Labor  Relations 

2  Board  Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 

3  TITLE  IV— NATIONAL  MEDIATION  BOARD 

4  Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 

5  National  Mediation  Board,  including  stenographic  reporting 

6  sendees  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 

7  1946  (5  U.  S.  0.  55a) ,  $400,000  $ 394,247 ,  of  which  not 

8  more  than  $299,307  shall  he  available  for  personal  services. 

9  Arbitration  and  emergency  boards:  For  expenses  nec- 
1°  essary  for  arbitration  boards  established  under  section  7  of 
H  the  Railway  Labor  Act,  as  amended  (45  U.  S.  0.  157), 
42  and  emergency  boards  appointed  by  the  President  pursuant 

13  to  section  10  of  said  Act  (45  U.  S.  0.  160),  including 

14  stenographic  reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15 

15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a) ,  $100,000 

16  $144,000,  of  which  not  more  than  $114,000  shall  he  available 

17  for  personal  services. 

18  NATIONAL  RAILROAD  ADJUSTMENT  BOARD 

19  Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 

20  National  Railroad  Adjustment  Board,  including  stenographic 

21  reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 

22  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  $600,000,  of  which  not 

23  more  than  $460,774  shall  he  available  for  personal  services 
and  of  which  not  less  than  $250,000  shall  be  available  for 
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compensation  (at  rates  not  in  excess  of  $75  per  diem)  and 
expenses  of  referees  appointed  pursuant  to  section  3  of  the 
Railway  Labor  Act,  as  amended. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “National  Mediation  Board 
Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 

TITLE  V— RAILROAD  RETIREMENT  BOARD 


Payment  to  railroad  retirement  account :  Per  err  annual 
premium  to  provide  for  the  payment  of  aR  annuities,  pensions^ 
and  death  benefits,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Aets  of  40dh  and  -1937,  as  amended 
-(45  IR  St  Or  2-28  228s)  ,'  and  for  expenses  neecssary  for  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Board  in  the  administration  of  said  Aets 
as  specifically  provided  for  under  this  title^  for  crediting  to 
the  railroad  retirement  account^  an  amount  equal  to  amounts 
covered  into  the  Treasury  -(minus  refunds)  during  the  cur¬ 
rent  ffseal  year  under  the  Railroad  Retirement  Tax  Act 
-(28  IR  &  4500-1538). 


Railroad  retirement  account:  For  an  amount  sufficient 
as  an  annual  premium  for  the  payments  required  under  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Acts  of  August  29,  1935,  and  June  24, 
1937,  and  authorized  to  he  appropriated  to  the  railroad 
retirement  account  established  under  section  15  (a)  of  the 
latter  Act,  $562,534,409 :  Provided,  That  such  total  amount 
shall  he  available  until  expended  for  making  payments  re¬ 
quired  under  said  retirement  acts,  and  the  amount  not 
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1  required  for  current  payments  shall  be  invested  by  the  Sec- 

2  retary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 

3  of  said  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  June  24,  1937. 

4  Salaries  and  expenses,  Railroad  Retirement  Board  (trust 

5  fund)  :  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Railroad  Retirement 

6  Board,  including  not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  expenses  of  at- 

7  tendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  work  of  the  Board 

8  when  specifically  authorized  by  the  Board;  and  stenographic 

9  reporting  services  as  authorized  hy  section  15  of  the  Act 

10  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ;  $5,268,000  $5,056- 

11  904,  to  be  derived  from  the  railroad  retirement  account,  of 

12  which  not  more  than  $4,010,820  shall  be  available  for  per- 

13  sonal  services. 

11  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Railroad  Retirement 

15  Board  Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 

16  TITLE  VI— FEDERAL  MEDIATION  AND 

17  CONCILIATION  SERVICE 

16  Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 

19  Service  to  carry  out  the  functions  vested  in  it  by  the  Labor- 

20  Management  Relations  Act,  1947  (29  U.  S.  C.  171-180, 

21  182),  including  expenses  of  the  Labor-Management  Panel 

22  as  provided  in  section  205  of  said  Act;  temporary  employ- 

23  ment  of  arbitrators,  conciliators,  and  mediators  on  labor 
21  relations  at  rates  not  in  excess  of  $50  per  diem ;  expenses  of 
25  attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  labor  and  industrial 
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relations;  and  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the 
Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ;  $2^949,000 
$ 3,047,000 ,  of  which  not  more  than  $2,566,653  shall  he 
available  for  personal  services. 

Boards  of  inquiry:  To  enable  the  Service  to  pay  neces¬ 
sary  expenses  of  boards  of  inquiry  appointed  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  pursuant  to  section  206  of  the  Labor-Management 
Relations  Act,  1947  (29  U.  S.  0.  176-180,  182),  includ¬ 
ing  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August 
2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  and  rent  in  the  District  of 
Columbia,  $50,000  $48,750,  of  which  not  more  than  $23,750 
shall  he  available  for  personal  services. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Mediation  and 
Conciliation  Service  Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 

TITLE  VII— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  701.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
this  Act  shah  be  used  to  pay  the  salary  or  wages  of  any 
person  who  engages  in  a  strike  against  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organization 
of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike 
against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  who  ad¬ 
vocates,  or  is  a  member  of  an  organization  that  advocates, 
the  overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  by 
force  or  violence:  Provided,  That  for  the  purposes  hereof  an 
affidavit  shall  be  considered  prima  facie  evidence  that  the 
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1  person  making  the  affidavit  lias  not  contrary  to  the  provisions 

2  of  this  section  engaged  in  a  strike  against  the  Government  of 

3  the  United  States,  is  not  a  member  of  an  organization  of 

4  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike  against 

5  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  that  such  person 

6  does  not  advocate,  and  is  not  a  member  of  an  organization 

7  that  advocates,  the  overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the 

8  United  States  by  force  or  violence:  Provided  further,  That 

9  any  person  who  engages  in  a  strike  against  the  Government 

10  of  the  United  States  or  who  h  a  member  of  an  organization 

11  of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike 

12  against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  who  advo- 

13  cates,  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organization  that  advocates, 

14  the  overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  by 

15  force  or  violence  and  accepts  employment  the  salary  or 
lb  wages  for  which  are  paid  from  any  appropriation  contained 

17  in  this  Act  shall  be  guilty  of  a  felony  and,  upon  conviction, 

18  shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $1,000  or  imprisoned  for  not 

19  more  than  one  year,  or  both:  Provided  further,  That  the 

20  above  penalty  clause  shall  be  in  addition  to,  and  not  in 

21  substitution  for,  any  other  provisions  of  existing  law. 

22  Sec.  702.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 

23  this  Act  shall  be  used  for  publicity  or  propaganda  purposes 

24  not  heretofore  authorized  by  the  Congress. 

25  SeOt  TDrh  No  part  of  any  appropriations  or  authoriza- 
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tions  contained  in  ibis  Aet  shall  be  used  te  pay  the  compcnsa 
bee-  el  any  incumbent  appointed  te  any  civil  office  er 
which  may  become  vacant  dining  the  fiscal  year 
on  Puly  47  4-9  5 1-:  P-twndrd ,  That  this  inhibition  shah  net 
apply— 


-(a)-  to  net  te  exceed  A5  per  centum  el  ah  sneh 
vacancies. 

-fh}-  te  positions  filled  from  within  the  agency. 

-fe)-  te  effices  er  positions  required  by  law  te  he 
fihed  by  appointment'  el  the  President  by  and  with  the 
advice  and  consent  el  the  Senate. 

-(d)-  te  nurses,  doctors,  er  ether  medical  personnel, 
hicluding  order!  ics?  in  the  Public  Health  Service;  St? 
Elizabeths  Hospital  and  Ereedmcifis  Hospital. 

-(e)-  te  employees  in  grades  Or  P?  0?  4-  and  hr 
Sec.  7P4  703.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Labor- 
Federal  Security  Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 

Passed  the  House  ol  Eepresentatives  April  18,  1951. 

Attest:  EALPH  E.  EOBEETS, 

Clerk. 
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1951 

\rol  but  the  vigorous  use  of  the  priority 
pqwer  to  Insure  that  first  things  come  first 
through  the  entire  economy;  much  heavier 
taxation;  an  end  to  all  unnecessary  spending; 
screen  all  proposed  Issues  of  new  securities 
to  put  off  what  can  be  postponed.  Let  us 
make  sure  that  all  grants  and  loans  to  other 
countries  are  weighed  in  terms  of  the  ma¬ 
terial  resources  Involved  and  not  simply  re¬ 
lease  more  money  which  encourages  other 
nations  to  ‘drive  up  prices  in  competition  for 
limited  quantities  of  raw  materials. 

4.  There  is  no  avoiding  the  issue.  Until 
the  gap  between  Soviet  armament  and  our 
defenses  is  bridged  there  can  be  no  basis  for 
peace.  The  longer  our  mobilization  drags, 
the  greater  the  ultimate  effort  and  cost  which 
will  have  to  be  borne. 

We  should  be  able  to  relax  controls  once 
we  have  balanced  Russia’s  rearmament. 

Neglect  and  procrastination  have  aggra¬ 
vated  the  problem.  When  the  Korean  fight¬ 
ing  began,  prompt  action  should  have  been 
taken  to  bring  the  economy  under  control 
and  to  avert  the  profiteering  and  speculation 
which  were  bound  to  come.  The  experience 
of  the  last  two  wars  showed  this  was  what 
had  to  be  done,  and,  as  you  know,  I  urged 
it  upon  your  committee.  Instead,  the  econ¬ 
omy  was  allowed  to  run  wild.\  Ever  since, 
there  has  been  a  frantic  scramble  to  recover 
the  equilibrium  that  should  never  have  been 
lost. 

Those  who  seek  exemption  for  their  own 
profits  do  not  serve  their  own  true  interests. 
What  will  it  gain  the  farmer  or  worker  or 
businessman  to  get  a  little  more  for  his  pro¬ 
duction,  If  that  is  offset  by  rising  prices  and 
by  the  cheapening  of  all  savings  in  every 
form — life  insurance,  Government  bonds, 
thrift  accounts,  annuities,  pensions. 

Those  savings  represent  past  earnings  with 
which  millions  of  people  expect  to  finance 
their  retirement  as  they  grow  old,  to  help 
put  their  children  through  school,  to  care 
for  their  loved  ones  after  they  are  gone,  to 
buy  a  home.  Slash  the  purchasing  power  of 
those  savings  through  Inflation  and  millions 
will  be  robbed  of  their  means  of  independ¬ 
ence.  They  will  be  forced  to  turn  to  the 
6tate. 

It  is  because  I  am  so  opposed  to  Govern¬ 
ment  controls  in  peacetime  that  I  feel  so 
strongly  the  need  for  the  controls  now.  To 
fail  to  stop  inflation  is  to  Invite  perpetual 
regimentation  in  the  future. 

Already  no  city  or  State  can  plan  even  for 
the  immediate  years  ahead.  How  much  will 
the  taxes  collected  be  worth  and  by  how 
much  more  will  expenses  have  risen?  Al¬ 
ready  our  educational  institutions  are  strug¬ 
gling  to  survive  in  the  face  of  shrinking  en¬ 
dowment  funds.  Hospitals  and  charitable 
institutions  will  have  to  close  or  curtail  their 
services;  every  form  of  voluntary  insurance 
against  sickness  and  accident  will  have  to  be 
refinanced  and  higher  rates  charged. 

Millions  of  persons  on  fixed  incomes— 
policemen,  firemen,  teachers,  nurses,  civil 
servants,  and  others — are  being  ground  be¬ 
tween  rising  prices  and  rising  taxes.  What 
is  to  be  their  future  if  prices  are  allowed  to 
run  wild? 

I  could  go  on  for  pages  showing  how  infla¬ 
tion  strikes  at  everything  Americans  hold 
dear,  at  all  our  social  and  personal  values,  at 
all  our  families  and  institutions.  Nor  is  it 
surprising  that  it  should  be  so.  For  the  test 
of  our  ability  to  stop  inflation  is  the  test  of 
our  ability  to  govern  ourselves.  It  is  the 
test  of  what  we  prize  most  highly — petty 
profits  and  trivial  comforts,  or  freedom. 

It  is  the  test  of  whether  we  are  a  Nation 
united  in  awareness  of  common  interests  or 
whether  we  are  a  mere  aggregation  of  pres¬ 


sure  groups  divided  In  a  scramble  for  selfish 
gain. 

It  is  the  test  of  our  fitness  to  survive. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Bernard  M.  Baruch. 

P.  8. — You  know  well  enough  what  to  do, 
damn  the  political  torpedoes,  go  ahead. 

B. 

AFFIRMATION  OF  FRIENDSHIP  OF  THE 

AMERICAN  PEOPLE  FOR  ALL  THE  PEO¬ 
PLES  OF  THE  WORLD 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  amendments  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  concur¬ 
rent  resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  11)  reaffirm¬ 
ing  the  friendship  of  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  for  all  the  peoples  of  the  world,  in¬ 
cluding  the  peoples  of  the  Soviet  Union, 
which  were  to  strike  out  all  after  the 
resolving  clause  and  insert; 

That  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  re¬ 
affirms  the  historic  and  abiding  friendship 
of  the  American  people  for  all  other  peoples, 
and  declares — 

That  the  American  people  deeply  regret  the 
artificial  barriers  which  separate  them  from 
the  peoples  of  the  Union  of  Soviet  Socialist 
Republics,  and  which  keep  the  Soviet  peo¬ 
ples  from  learning  of  the  desire  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  to  live  in  friendship  with  all  other 
peoples,  and  to  work  with  them  in  advancing 
the  ideal  of  human  brotherhood;  and 

That  the  American  people  believe  the  So¬ 
viet  Government  could  advance  the  cause  of 
peace  immeasurably  by  removing  those  arti¬ 
ficial  barriers,  thus  permitting  the  free  ex¬ 
change  of  Information  between  our  peoples; 
and 

That  the  American  people  and  their  Gov¬ 
ernment  desire  neither  war  with  the  Soviet 
Union  nor  the  terrible  consequences  of  such 
a  war;  and 

That,  although  they  are  firmly  determined 
tb  defend  their  freedom  and  security,  the 
American  people  welcome  all  honorable  ef¬ 
forts  to  resolve  the  differences  standing  be¬ 
tween  the  United  States  Government  and 
the  Soviet  Government  and  Invite  the  peo¬ 
ples  of  the  Soviet  Union  to  cooperate  in  a 
spirit  of  friendship  in  this  endeavor;  and 

That  the  Congress  request  the  President 
of  the  United  States  to  call  upon  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  Union  of  Soviet  Socialist  Re¬ 
publics  to  acquaint  the  peoples  of  the  Soviet 
Union  with  the  contents  of  this  resolution. 

And  to  amend  the  preamble  by  insert¬ 
ing  after  the  third  paragraph  thereof  a 
new  paragraph  to  read  as  follows; 

Whereas  the  Congress  reaffirms  its  policy 
as  expressed  in  law  “to  continue  to  exert 
maximum  efforts  to  obtain  agreements  to 
provide  the  United  Nations  with  armed  forces 
as  contemplated  in  the  Charter  and  agree¬ 
ments  to  achieve  universal  control  of  weapons 
of  mass  destruction  and  universal  regulation 
and  reduction  of  armaments,  including  armed 
forces,  under  adequate  safeguards  to  protect 
complying  nations  against  violation  and  eva¬ 
sion”;  and. 

Mr.  McMAHON.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  disagree  to  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  House,  request  a  conference 
with  the  House  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and  that  the 
Chair  appoint  the  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate. 

Tire  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
President  pro  tempore  appointed  Mr. 
Connally,  Mr.  McMahon,  and  Mr.  Wiley 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 
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Mr.  McPARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  House  bill  3709. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
j  bill  will  be  stated  by  title  for  the  infor¬ 
mation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.  R.  3709) 

'  making  appropriations  for  the  Depart- 
.  ment  of  Labor,  the  Federal  Security 
Agency,  and  related  independent  agen¬ 
cies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1952,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
:  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
;  the  Senator  from  Arizona. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
the  so-called  Labor-Federal  Security  ap¬ 
propriation  bill.  I  am  in  total  sympathy 
;  with  the  plan  to  take  up  the  appropria- 
i  tion  bill.  I  am  in  total  sympathy  with 
I  the  idea  of  proceeding  right  along  with 
the  Senate  program,  as  the  majority 
I  leader  well  knows.  However,  I  wish  to 
point  out  to  him,  and  also  to  the  Senator 
in  charge  of  the  bill,  the  very  gracious 
Senator  and  respected  Senator  from  the 
*  great  State  of  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Cha¬ 
vez] — 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  like 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska,  too. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

It  has  come  to  my  attention  that  cer¬ 
tain  Senators  are  very  anxious  to  obtain 
statistics  and  facts  from  various  agencies 
relative  to  the  application  of  the  so- 
called  Jensen  amendment,  which  the 
House  adopted,  and  which  will  be  in  con¬ 
ference,  as  well  as  the  amendment  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Cordon]  ,  which  approaches 
the  question  of  stabilization  of  employ¬ 
ment  in  another  fashion,  namely,  by  a 
5-percent  cut  in  appropriations  for  sal¬ 
aries. 

I  am  wondering  if  the  distinguished 
majority  leader  would  not  heed  the  pleas 
of  Senators  who  have  talked  with  me  this 
morning.  Perhaps  we  could  proceed 
with  this  bill,  or  with  some  other  bill, 
until  Senators  have  an  opportunity  to 
obtain  the  statistics  and  facts  which 
they  desire.  If  that  is  not  feasible, 
would  the  Senator  include  in  his  motion 
a  stipulation — if  that  is  agreeable  to  the 
Senator  in  charge  cf  the  bill — that  Sen¬ 
ators  be  given  time  to  prepare  them¬ 
selves  to  discuss  the  controversial 
amendments,  so  that  they  •  may  be 
threshed  out  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate? 

The  Independent  Offices  appropriation 
bill  is  being  marked  up  this  afternoon  by 
the  full  Committee  on  Appropriations. 
I  understand  that  the  Jensen  amend¬ 
ment  is  also  included  in  that  bill,  al¬ 
though  I  am  not  a  member  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  having  it  in  charge.  It 
seems  to  me  that  in  all  the  appropria¬ 
tion  bills  in  which  the  Jensen  amend¬ 
ment  is  involved,  the  application  should 
be  the  same,  so  far  as  possible,  as  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  Labor-Federal  Security 
bill. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  will  possibly  be  the 
general  pattern. 


No.  101 - 2 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  7 


6378 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  cooperate 
fully  with  the  distinguished  majority 
leader  in  expediting  the  work  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  With  that  in  mind,  I  wonder  if  the 
Senator  in  charge  of  the  bill  can  give 
assurance  that  Senators  who  are  inter¬ 
ested  in  controversial  amendments  will 
have  an  opportunity  to  present  their 
views.  In  the  meantime,  we  might  pro¬ 
ceed  with  the  bill  and  agree  to  the 
amendments  which  are  not  controversial. 
If  it  is  desired  to  pass  over  an  amend¬ 
ment  temporarily,  it  could  be  held  up 
until  later  this  afternoon,  or  preferably 
until  tomorrow,  if  that  is  agreeable. 
That  would  give  Senators  an  opportunity 
this  afternoon  and  tonight  to  prepare 
themselves  to  discuss  both  the  Jensen 
amendment  and  the  so-called  Cordon 
amendment. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  am  in 
complete  sympathy  with  the  remarks  of 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska.  I  wish  to 
cooperate  with  Senators,  so  that  every 
Member  of  the  Senate  may  understand 
the  provisions  of  the  bill. 

In  my  opinion,  the  only  controversial 
matter  which  will  arise  in  connection 
with  this  bill  will  be  the  so-called  Jensen 
amendment,  or  the  substitute  for  it  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Cordon J.  Aside  from  that,  with  respect 
to  the  so-called  money  items,  after  I 
make  the  explanation  as  to  those  items 
I  do  not  believe  there  will  be  any  con¬ 
troversy. 

Inasmuch  as  I  wish  to  cooperate  with 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska,  and  inas¬ 
much  as  I  feel  that  the  Senate  would  like 
to  proceed  with  its  work,  I  should  like  to 
have  the  Senate  at  least  act  on  the 
money  items  and  get  them  out  of  the 
way.  We  are  now  about  6  weeks  behind 
with  appropriation  bills. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Ml'.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas!  and 
the  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Leh¬ 
man]  have  contacted  my  office  and  have 
asked  for  a  little  more  time.  I  informed 
them,  after  talking  with  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  New  Mexico,  that 
he  would  be  willing  to  take  up  the  bill 
and  dispose  of  the  noncontroversial  mat¬ 
ters,  and  that  he  would  be  willing  to  pass 
over  until  tomorrow  any  items  which 
they  wanted  to  have  passed  over. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  have  been  as¬ 
signed  to  the  subcommittee  headed  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
Mexico,  which  has  had  this  bill  under 
consideration.  However,  I  did  not  have 
an  opportunity  to  sit  in  any  of  the  hear¬ 
ings.  Before  the  bill  was  reported,  I 
asked  whether  any  Senator  interested 
in  economy  had  offered  any  suggestions 
to  the  subcommittee  or  the  full  commit¬ 
tee  as  to  how  greater  economy  could  be 
effected  than  the  economy  for  which  the 
subcommittee  had  voted.  I  was  in¬ 
formed  that  no  such  suggestion  had  been 
offered.  I  therefore  assumed  that  no 
Member  of  the  Senate  was  planning  to 
raise  any  serious  objection. 

Mr.  WHERRY  and  Mr.  DOUGLAS  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 


The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Arizona  yield;  and  if  so, 
to  whom? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  yield  first  to  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
not  speak  to  the  question  raised  by  the 
Senator  from  Virginia.  However,  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  several  amendments  were  of¬ 
fered  to  effect  economies,  and  there  was 
considerable  debate  as  to  the  best  way 
to  do  it — either  through  the  Jensen 
amendment  or  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  make  a 
parliamentary  inquiry.  In  the  event  we 
should  have  an  understanding,  and  cer¬ 
tain  amendments  were  agreed  to — I  wish 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  would  listen  to 
this.  It  may  involve  what  he  is  inter¬ 
ested  in. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  always  listen  to  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
Now  I  will  proceed. 

Let  us  assume  that  all  noncontrover¬ 
sial  amendments  in  the  bill  are  agreed 
to.  Then  we  will  come  to  the  final 
amendment  proposing  to  reduce  the  ap¬ 
propriation,  or  possibly  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  will  offer  such  amendments  as 
we  proceed  with  the  bill.  If  we  wait 
until  near  the  conclusion  of  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  before  taking  up 
the  proposal  for  a  reduction,  it  should 
be  thoroughly  understood  that,  although 
we  may  approve  certain  amendments  as 
we  go  along,  when  the  final  amendment, 
providing  for  a  reduction,  is  acted  on  it 
should  apply  to  the  amendments  already 
adopted.  If  there  is  to  be  a  blanket  cut, 
it  cannot  be  handled  otherwise. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Is  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  referring  now  to  the  blanket 
cut  of  5  percent  proposed  by  the  Senator 
from  Oregon? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Yes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  So  far  as  salaries  are 
concerned,  the  5-percent  cut  would  apply 
to  each  individual  item  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  the  point  I 
make.  Inasmuch  as  that  is  true,  I  want 
it  thoroughly  understood  that  if  we 
should  proceed  with  the  consideration  of 
the  bill  under  the  theory  that  noncon¬ 
troversial  amendments  would  be  agreed 
to,  even  though  an  amendment  might 
not  be  controversial  at  the  moment,  at 
the  conclusion,  so  far  as  concerns  a 
blanket  amendment,  such  an  amend¬ 
ment,  even  though  it  affected  all  the 
amendments  previously  agreed  to,  would 
not  be  foreclosed  merely  because  we  had 
previously  adopted  certain  other  amend¬ 
ments. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
Any  amendments  which  we  might  pos¬ 
sibly  agree  to  at  this  time  would  not 
foreclose  the  5-percent  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  making  that  clear. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  for 
his  graciousness  in  this  matter.  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  pressure  under  which  the 
committee  has  been  operating,  the  work 
which  it  has  done,  and  the  many  per¬ 
plexing  problems  which  it  has  faced. 


However,  I  should  like  to  indicate  the 
position  in  which  other  Members  of  the 
Senate  are  placed  by  the  late  reporting 
of  this  measure  and  its  almost  immedi¬ 
ate  consideration  after  the  bill  has  been 
reported.  It  was  not  until  10  o’clock 
this  morning  that  I  was  able  to  obtain 
a  copy  of  the  bill.  It  was  not  until 
11:15  that  I  was  able  to  obtain  a  copy 
of  the  report.  I  believe  this  is  the  first 
time  that  the  hearings  have  been  before 
the  Senate  in  printed  form. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No;  the  hearings  have 
been  available  for  some  time.  However, 
inasmuch  as  the  bill  was  delayed  for 
one  whole  week,  until  yesterday,  because 
of  the  so-called  Jensen  amendment,  it 
was  impossible  to  prepare  the  final  report 
and  to  report  the  bill  until  today.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  may  say  that  it  is 
not  giving  Members  of  the  Senate  a  great 
deal  of  time  in  which  to  study  the 
measure.  It  is  a  measure  which  calls 
for  appropriations  of  approximately  two 
and  a  half  billion  dollars,  even  though 
the  major  portion  of  that  amount  is 
allocated  to  the  States,  and  is  more  or 
less  obligatory. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  In  the  last  hour  I 
have  been  preparing  a  series  of  amend¬ 
ments  which  I  intend  to  offer  to  the  bill. 
It  has  been  work  done  under  some  pres¬ 
sure.  I  should  like  to  suggest  that  we 
go. through  the  bill,  with  the  understand¬ 
ing  that  approval  of  committee  amend¬ 
ments  will  not  be  final,  but  that  if  objec¬ 
tions  are  subsequently  raised  to  com¬ 
mittee  amendments  that  they  may  be 
reconsidered.  I  make  the  request  be¬ 
cause  under  the  ordinary  parliamentary 
procedure  once  a  committee  amendment 
is  approved  there  is  no  possibility  of  sub¬ 
sequent  reconsideration.  Therefore,  I 
would  not  like  to  have  it  understood  that 
committee  amendments  would  be  ap¬ 
proved  in  advance  without  possibility  of 
reconsideration. 

Mr.  FERGUSON  and  Mr.  ROBERT¬ 
SON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  Senator  yield;  and  if  so,  to  whom? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  first  to  answer  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois.  I  believe  there  is  some  reason  and 
justification  for  the  request  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois.  However,  I  believe  he 
should  allow  me  to  proceed. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Oh,  yes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  should  like  to  proceed 
to  make  explanation  of  the  committee’s 
position  and  decision  on  the  subject  mat¬ 
ter.  If,  following  such  explanation,  he 
wishes  to  make  his  request  I  shall  be 
very  glad  to  consider  it. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  merely  wish  to 
point  out  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
that  I,  too,  am  very  much  interested  in 
economy.  I  am  as  much  interested  in 
economy  as  he  is.  I  wish  to  say  also  that 
he  has  known  for  more  than  a  month 
what  is  contained  in  the  House  bill.  If 
he  felt  the  House  bill  contained  appro¬ 
priations  which  he  considered  were  too 
high,  he  had  sufficient  time  in  which  to 
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make  suggestions  in  that  regard  to  the 
subcommittee. 

The  subcommittee  has  cut  the  House 
appropriations  by  more  than  $100,000,- 
000.  Many  of  the  cuts  affect  hospital 
work  and  activities  which  are  of  very 
tender  concern  to  a  good  many  Members 
of  the  Senate.  The  subcommittee  felt 
that,  outside  of  the  salaries,  it  had  cut 
all  that  it  could  afford  to  cut.  Other¬ 
wise,  I  would  have  voted  for  more  cuts. 

In  this  morning’s  Washington  Post  I 
read  an  article  by  a  prominent  com¬ 
mentator  in  which  he  intimated  that  the 
Democrats  had  not  done  so  well  by  tak¬ 
ing  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
McCarthy]  off  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  and  putting  me  on  the  committee 
in  his  place,  because  I  gave  my  proxy  to 
a  Republican  member,  who  voted  for 
economy,  which  is  what  a  Republican 
member  of  the  committee  would  have 
done.  Mr.  President,  each  year  we  cele¬ 
brate  Jefferson-Jackson  Day.  If  any¬ 
one  knows  anything  about  Jefferson  and 
Jackson  he  must  know  that  economy  was 
one  of  the  fundamental  principles  for 
which  they  stood.  I  do  not  object  to  be¬ 
ing  called  a  Republican,  if  being  for 
economy  puts  me  in  that  category. 

I  should  like  to  ask  what  we  would  ac¬ 
complish  if  we  considered  a  committee 
amendment  and  acted  on  it  with  the  un¬ 
derstanding  that  we  were  only  going 
through  the  motion  of  adopting  it  and 
could  go  back  and  take  it  up  again  at  a 
later  date.  I  think  that  we  should  con¬ 
clude  our  consideration  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  in  which  we  have  already  cut 
$100,000,000,  but  that  we  should  leave 
for  final  vote  until  tomorrow  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  whether  or  not  we  shall  adopt  the 
Cordon  amendment,  calling  for  a  5 -per¬ 
cent  cut  of  all  salaries,  which  would 
amount  to  a  saving  of  something  over 
$2,000,000,  or  whether  we  should  adopt 
the  Ferguson  proposal,  making  a  cut  of 
10  percent. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS,  Mr.  FERGUSON,  and 
Mr.  WHERRY  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield;  and 
if  so,  to  whom? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  first  to  the 
Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  hope  the  Senator 
will  not  press  for  a  final  vote  on  the  bill 
today  and  will  not  proceed  in  any  man¬ 
ner  which  would  cut  off  consideration  of 
amendments  to  the  bill.  The  Senator 
from  Micihgan  feels  that  the  amount  of 
the  appropriations  in  the  bill  is  too  high. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Senator  from 
Michigan  has  been  telling  us  that  for  the 
last  2  months. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Yes;  and  I  must 
insist  on  it  on  the  floor.  I  believe  that 
the  cost  of  Government  is  too  high.  We 
must  cut  it.  We  tried  to  do  so  in  com¬ 
mittee.  In  the  opinion  of  the  senior 
Senator  from  Michigan,  we  have  not 
been  very  successful.  I  hope  we  will  be 
given  an  opportunity  to  be  more  success¬ 
ful  on  the  floor. 

The  work  of  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  is  very  exacting.  It  is  hard 
work.  It  takes  all  of  the  time  of  the 
Senators  who  sit  on  the  committee.  The 
Senator  from  Michigan  was  unable  to  do 
anything  on  the  bill  this  morning  be¬ 


cause  he  appeared  before  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations,  sitting  in  the  Caucus 
Room,  and  listened  to  military  authori¬ 
ties  explain  that  their  appropriations 
will  run  to  about  $60,000,000,000.  They 
also  indicated  that  there  would  be  re¬ 
quests  for  supplemental  and  deficiency 
appropriations  over  and  above  that 
amount.  Therefore,  today,  we  are  fac¬ 
ing  one  of  the  greatest  tasks  of  govern¬ 
ment,  which  is  deciding  on  the  amount 
of  money  that  should  be  appropriated. 
There  is  no  doubt  whatever  that  the 
cost  of  government  has  increased  over 
and  above  the  aggregate  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  income.  It  therefore  behooves 
every  Member  of  the  Senate  to  do  every¬ 
thing  he  can  to  see  to  it  that  we  make 
proper  appropriations. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  of 
course  neither  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  nor  any  other  Senator  can  pro¬ 
hibit  or  prevent  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  from  offering  amendments  to  the 
recommendations  which  have  been  made 
by  the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 
It  is  not  the  purpose  of  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico,  who  is  handling  the  bill  on 
the  floor,  to  prevent  any  Senator  from 
offering  any  amendment  he  may  desire 
to  offer. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  If  we  go  through 
the  items  in  the  bill  and  agree  to  them 
in  the  absence  of  amendments  which 
some  Senators  desire  to  offer  to  such 
items,  we  shall  be  prevented  later  from 
offering  such  amendments. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  it  is  ail 
very  well  to  talk  about  economy.  How¬ 
ever,  we  must  be  reasonable  about  this 
so-called  economy.  If  we  really  mean 
what  we  say  we  can  carry  it  to  ex¬ 
tremes.  In  this  body  there  is  a  great 
deal  of  loose  talk  and  discussion  of  sub¬ 
jects  which  do  not  involve  either  the 
Government  or  economy,  and  there  is 
more  money  being  wasted  on  such  dis¬ 
cussions  than  could  be  saved  by  amend¬ 
ments. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  wish  Senators  would 
take  it  seriously  and  not  waste  so  much 
of  the  taxpayers’  money  in  a  discussion 
of  matters  that  do  not  effect  any  sav¬ 
ings  whatever.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
resent  the  Senator’s  indicating  that  dis¬ 
cussions  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  in¬ 
volve  the  expenditure  of  more  money 
than  could  be  saved  on  an  appropriation 
bill  involving  more  than  $2,000,000,000. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Possibly  so,  but  if  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  had  met  with 
the  committee,  and  possibly  if  he  had 
not  been  more  interested  in  finding  out 
what  was  going  as  between  Truman  and 
MacArthur,  he  would  understand  the\ 
bill. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  Senator  from 
Michigan  understands  the  bill,  and  he 
believes  it  should  be  cut. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Possibly  he  does,  but  it 
happens  that  the  majority  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee,  with  the  excep¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator  from  Michigan, 
thought  otherwise. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  As  the  Senator 
knows,  I  voted  proxies  on  the  cuts. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 


Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  Senator  from 
Nebraska  and  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  gave  proxies  to  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska,  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire,  and  the  Senator  from  Montana 
did  not  attend  one  hearing  of  the  sub¬ 
committee. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  parliamentary 
inquiry? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield;  and 
if  so,  to  whom? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  first  to  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Let  me  say  that  it  is 
true  that  I  have  not  attended  all  the 
meetings  of  the  subcommittees  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee.  I  am  on  six 
or  seven  of  those  subcommittees,  just 
as  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  is.  I 
gave  my  proxy  to  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  because  at  the  time  when  this 
subcommittee  was  holding  hearings,  two 
other  subcommitees  were  holding  hear¬ 
ings. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  should  like  to  read 
the  list  of  the  subcommitees  on  which  I 
serve. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Let  me  say  that  I 
am  not  even  on  the  subcommittee  which 
considered  this  bill. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  has  been  a  Member  of  the 
Senate  for  a  long  time,  and  he  knows 
that  it  is  a  physical  impossibility  for 
Senators  who  serve  on  a  number  of  sub¬ 
committees  to  attend  all  the  meetings 
of  all  of  them.  In  my  case,  it  is  a  phys¬ 
ical  impossibility  for  me  to  do  so. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  But  the  Senator  could 
have  consulted  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia,  who  has  been  the  ranking  mi¬ 
nority  member  of  the  subcommittee,  and 
he  could  have  consulted  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota,  who  is  just  as  much 
an  economizer  and  is  just  as  sincere 
as  the  rest  of  us  are,  and  then  the  Sen¬ 
ator  would  have  found  that  the  entire 
minority  side  of  the  subcommittee  voted 
unanimously  to  report  the  bill. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  his  courtesy. 

I  repeat  that  I  am  on  a  number  of 
subcommittees  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  namely,  the  subcommittees 
on  Agriculture,  Armed  Services,  District 
of  Columbia,  Interior,  Independent  Offi¬ 
ces,  State,  Justice  and  Commerce,  and 
Judiciary. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  understand  that. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  should  like  to  say  to 
the  Senator  that  it  is  impossible  for  each 
Senator  to  attend  all  the  meetings  of 
all  the  subcommittees.  For  that  reason 
I  gave  my  proxy  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Michigan.  Although  I  did 
not  attend  all  the  meetings  of  the  full 
committee,  I  attended  several  of  them; 
and  I  believe  I  understand  what  is  in¬ 
volved  in  the  Jensen  amendment  and 
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the  so-called  Cordon  amendment,  which 
is  the  crux  of  the  whole  matter. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No  one  to  trying  to  rush 
proceedings  on  the  Jensen  amendment. 
The  full  committee  decided  that  the  cut 
should  be  5  percent.  However,  if  the 
Senate  wishes  to  make  a  7  V2  percent  or 
a  10-percent  or  a  15-percent  cut,  that 
will  be  all  right  with  me. 

It  is  not  my  purpose  to  prevent  any 
Senator  from  speaking,  but  I  wish  to 
have  the  Senate  proceed  in  an  orderly 
manner,  and  see  whether  we  can  com¬ 
plete  action  on  at  least  a  few  of  the  items 
contained  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  parliamentary 


inquiry? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  Senator  from 
Mexico  appreciates  that  I  am  not  a 
member  of  the  subcommittee.  How¬ 
ever,  as  a  member  of  the  full  commit¬ 
tee,  I  attended  every  session  when  the 
full  committee  was  engaged  in  marking 
up  the  bill. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  parliamentary 
inquiry? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Do  I  correctly 
understand  that  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  has  agreed  that  although  he  will 
proceed  with  the  committee  amend¬ 
ments,  action  upon  them  now  will  not 
be  final,  and  that  it  will  be  in  order  for 
amendments  to  be  submitted  to  them 
later,  in  proposing  alterations  in  the 
committee  amendments?  Do  I  cor¬ 
rectly  understand  that  is  the  present 
situation? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  does  not  think  that  is  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry,  but  is  an  inquiry  ad¬ 
dressed  to  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President, 
Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Let  me  suggest 
that  we  have  never  had  any  trouble  in 
giving  time  to  Senators  who  really  need 
time  in  connection  with  appropriation 
bills.  This  bill  is  not  as  yet  before  the 
Senate  for  consideration.  I  am  sure 
that  if  we  make  it  the  unfinished  busi¬ 
ness  and  allow  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico  to  explain  the  bill, 
then  we  come  to  the  particular  amend¬ 
ments  in  which  Senators  are  interested, 
we  shall  be  able  to  work  them  out ;  I  do 
not  think  there  will  be  any  difficulty. 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  How  could  any  Sena¬ 
tor  prevent  another  Senator  from  offer¬ 
ing  an  amendment  if  he  desired  to  do  so? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  However,  once  the 
committee  amendments  are  agreed  to, 
they  are  no  longer  subject  to  amend¬ 
ment. 


Mr.  McFARLAND.  After  the  bill  is 
made  the  unfinished  business,  when  we 
come  to  pass  on  the  individual  items  or 
amendments,  if  a  Senator  then  wishes  to 
make  a  reservation  of  the  right  to  offer 
an  amendment  to  one  of  those  amend¬ 
ments,  I  am  sure  we  shall  not  have  any 
trouble  in  making  such  an  arrangement. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Let  me  say  that  my 
wife  is  leaving  for  Europe  In  about  an 
hour,  and  I  should  like  to  have  the  privi¬ 
lege  of  seeing  her  off,  but  without  clos¬ 
ing  the  way  to  having  an  opportunity  to 
present  objections  which  I  may  have  to 
individual  committee  amendments. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  being 
a  married  man,  too,  I  appreciate  the 
position  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois,  and 
I  shall  carry  on  until  he  returns. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  another  question? 
Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Certainly. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  wish  to  understand 
the  mechanics  of  the  procedure  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  bill.  I  understand 
that  the  Senator  from  New"  Mexico  is 
willing  to  have  any  amendment  calling 
for  a  blanket  cut  passed  over  tempo¬ 
rarily,  so  that  we  may  take  action  on 
amendments  which  are  not  contro¬ 
versial. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Is  the  Senator  discuss¬ 
ing  the  Cordon  amendment? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Yes;  but,  of  course, 
there  is  no  such  thing  as  a  Cordon 
amendment  which  is  to  be  offered  to 
only  one  committee  amendment.  The 
Cordon  amendment  would  apply  to 
each  salary  item  in  the  bill.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  on  page  2  of  the  bill,  under  the 
heading  “Title  I— Department  of  La¬ 
bor  Office  of  the  Secretary,”  there  is 
an  item,  in  line  13,  of  $1,425,000  which 
was  agreed  to  by  the  House;  but  the 
committee  has  reported  an  amendment 
to  that  item,  reducing  it  by  5  percent, 
so  that  the  amount  would  be  $1,400,000. 

Mr.  President,  if  we  are  in  favor  of 
the  substance  of  the  Cordon  amend¬ 
ment  and  wish  to  support  it,  at  least  be¬ 
fore  acting  on  it  we  can  talk  over  the 
various  items;  and  at  the  end  of  that 
procedure,  when  the  Jensen  amend¬ 
ment  comes  up,  we  can  go  back  and 
make  a  blanket  cut  or  we  can  make  a 
cut  in  any  individual  item. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Cordon]  of¬ 
fered  his  particular  amendment  and 
wished  to  make  it  applicable  to  all  the 
salary  items.  There  are  approximately 
70  such  items  in  the  bill.  The  commit¬ 
tee  decided  that  the  5-percent  reduc¬ 
tion  should  apply  to  each  individual 
salary  item,  instead  of  being  a  5-per¬ 
cent  reduction  in  the  total  amount  car¬ 
ried  in  the  bill.  The  committee  staff 
had  quite  a  time  figuring  out  what  that 
cut  would  amount  to  in  dollars  and 
cents  in  the  case  of  the  70  different 
items.  In  each  case  it  was  necessary 
to  determine  the  dollars-and-cents  re¬ 
duction  which  would  be  ipade  by  a 
5-percent  cut  in  the  items  for  salaries. 
We  did  not  believe  we  should  apply  that 
cut  to  other  items,  such  as  expenses, 
which  are  different  from  salaries.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  had  in  mind  ap¬ 
plying  the  cut  only  to  salaries. 

So  in  connection  with  this  particular 
bill,  we  have  worked  in  that  way  on  70 
different  items;  and  as  we  have  report¬ 
ed  the  bill,  it  contains  committee 
amendments  which  set  forth  the 
amounts  of  money  which  will  be  saved 
by  applying  the  5-percent  reduction  to 
the  salary  items. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Will  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  agree  that  tomorrow 
any  Senator  can  offer  a  motion  to  re¬ 
duce  the  amount  of  any  item  contained 
in  the  bill,  whether  it  be  a  salary  item 
or  any  other  item?  If  the  Senator  will 
agree  to  that,  I  think  we  can  proceed. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  there 
would  be  no  use  in  taking  the  time  of 
the  Senate  today,  if  we  were  to  agree  to 
a  proposition  of  that  kind.  If  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Michigan  wants  to  make  a  re¬ 
duction  of  10  percent,  15  percent,  or  90 
percent — as  he  probably  would  desire — 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  has  no 
objection.  All  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  is  asking  is  that,  after  3  months 
of  trial,  tribulations,  and  hard  work 
during  which  a  nonpartisan  committee 
has  considered  this  bill,  its  consideration 
be  proceeded  with.  The  report  of  the 
subcommittee  was  entirely  unanimous, 
and  the  Senate  knows  that  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Knowland],  the 
ranking  member  on  the  minority  side, 
has  contributed  to  the  effort  to  save 
money  on  this  particular  bill.  If  the 
Senate  will  allow  me  to  explain  exactly 
what  has  been  done,  not  only  by  the 
subcommittee  but  by  the  full  committee, 
it  will  realize  that,  if  there  is  any  com¬ 
mittee  which  has  tried  to  effect  savings 
of  the  taxpayers’  money,  it  is  this  com¬ 
mittee.  But  Senators  do  not  give  us  an 
opportunity. 

If  the  Senator  from  Michigan  wants 
to  cut  the  appropriations  contained  in 
the  bill  10  percent,  why  not  let  the  Sen¬ 
ate  vote  on  the  question  and  be  through 
with  it? 

All  I  ask  is  that  we  do  not  waste  the 
money  of  the  taxpayers  in  futile  discus¬ 
sion  but  proceed  to  use  the  time  of  the 
Senate  for  the  remainder  of  the  day, 
one  way  or  the  other.  If  the  Senate  is 
not  satisfied  with  this  bill,  it  can  amend 
it.  All  I  am  reporting  now  is  the  action 
of  the  subcommittee,  after  months  of 
hearings.  All  I  am  reporting  now  is  the 
action  of  the  full  committee,  after  2 
weeks’  consideration.  All  I  am  reporting, 
even  on  the  so-called  Cordon  amend¬ 
ment,  or  the  Jensen  amendment,  is  the 
action  of  the  full  committee,  after  a 
whole  week  of  delay  in  discussing  that 
subject  matter.  This  is  the  committee’s 
action. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Does  the  Senator 
think  it  is  unreasonable  for  other  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  who  are  not  on  the 
subcommittee  and  who  are  not  on  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  to  raise  this 
question,  in  the  face  of  a  report  which  is 
not  even  on  the  desks  of  Senators,  other 
than  that,  probably,  of  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes;  I  certainly  have 
one. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  No  other  Senator 
has  one,  I  think.  Should  not  a  bill  in¬ 
volving  more  than  $2,000,000,000,  the 
hearings  on  which  number  1,232  pages 
lie  on  the  desk  of  the  Senate  for  longer 
than  1  day? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  am  trying  to  promote 
consistency,  as  urged  by  my  good  friend 
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from  Michigan,  in  effecting  savings  for 
the  taxpayers.  The  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  spent  days  and  days,  even  months, 
in  an  effort  to  carry  out  the  instructions 
bf  the  Senate.  We  were  not  acting  in  our 
individual  capacities;  we  were  there  act¬ 
ing  as  agents  of  the  full  committee,  the 
members  of  which,  in  turn,  were  the 
agents  of  the  Senate  of  the  United  States. 

If  we  are  to  carry  out  the  idea  of  sav¬ 
ing  money,  we  should  be  permitted  to 
proceed,  and  to  ascertain  what  the  Sen¬ 
ate  thinks  regarding  the  items  of  the  bill. 
If  the  Senate  does  not  like  the  report  of 
the  committee,  and  if  the  Senate  does 
not  like  the  bill,  the  Senate  has  the  pow¬ 
er  and  authority  to  amend  it  by  way  of 
reductions  or  otherwise. 

Let  us  go  a  little  further  in  the  matter 
of  saving  money.  Usually  by  this  time 
in  June  the  Senate  has  four  or  five  or 
perhaps  six  appropriation  bills  out  of  the 
way.  This  is  the  first  one  of  the  1952 
appropriation  bills  to  reach  the  Senate 
floor,  and  all  I  ask  is  that  we  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  proceed.  Far  be  it  from  me, 
as  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  knows,  to 
waste  the  time  of  the  Senate.  If  any 
Senator  takes  but  a  little  part  of  the  time 
of  this  body,- 1  submit  I  am  that  one. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  any  Senator  likes  to 
please  his  colleagues,  it  is  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico.  If  any  Senator  wants 
to  be  tolerant,  and  wants  to  let  other 
Senators  do  anything  that  is  within  rea¬ 
son,  it  is  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  WHERRY  rose. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  But  I  think  that  fur¬ 
ther  delay  in  connection  with  items 
which  are  understood  and  which  are  non- 
controversial  would  be  wasting  the 
money  of  the  taxpayers,  about  which  my 
good  friend  from  Michigan  speaks. 

So  far  as  the  Cordon  amendment  is 
concerned,  I  have  stated  to  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  and  to  the  Senate  that  I 
am  willing  to  go  along  and  proceed  with 
the  consideration  of  this  bill,  at  least  as 
to  those  items  which  are  not  in  contro¬ 
versy,  and  then,  if  we  are  not  ready  to 
vote  on  the  5-percent  cut  recommended 
by  the  committee,  let  us  wait. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  Senate  gave 
unanimous  consent  .that  the  bill  might 
be  reported  when  the  Senate  was  not  in 
session.  That  showed  our  good  faith,  as 
the  Senator  knows.  I  agree  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  is  very  expeditious 
in  his  work  in  the  Senate,  both  as  an 
Individual  and  as  a  chairman,  but  why 
does  not  the  Senator  proceed  with  his 
statement  and  his  report - 

Mi-.  CHAVEZ.  I  am  trying  to  do  that. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Just  a  moment — and 
give  us  the  benefit  of  it,  without  our  now 
acting  upon  the  motion  to  make  the  bill 
the  unfinished  business  of  the  Senate. 
We  should  like  to  vote  tomorrow  on  any 
amendment  which  may  be  offered.  I 
think  we  would  accomplish  much  by  pro¬ 
ceeding  in  that  way.  By  the  time  the 
Senator  has  concluded  his  statement, 
and  Senators  have  asked  their  questions, 
this  matter  will  probably  have  washed  it¬ 
self  out. 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  the  Senator  makes 
such  motion - 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  have  not  made  it. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  the  Senator  moves 
that,  after  the  Senate  agrees  to  the  mo¬ 
tion  to  make  the  bill  the  unfinished  busi¬ 
ness  of  the  Senate,  I  may  make  an  ex¬ 
planation  of  the  bill,  I  shall  be  glad  to 
consider  it,  and  I  shall  be  glad  to  con¬ 
sider  even  such  a  request,  if  made,  in¬ 
stead  of  a  motion. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  It  would  please  me 
very  much  if  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  would  assure  Members  of  the 
Senate  that,  if  the  motion  made  by  the 
distinguished  majority  leader  should  be 
adopted,  any  Senator  who  desired  to 
offer  an  amendment  to  the  bill  might  do 
so  tomorrow,  and  that  the  amendment 
would  be  voted  on  at  that  time,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  might  proceed  today  to  consider  the 
bill  from  beginning  to  end.  If  that  were 
done  I  think  no  time  whatever  would 
be  lost. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Possibly  not.  We 
have  lost  enough  time. 

Mr.  McFARLAND  rose. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  should  first  like  to 
have  a  vote  on  the  motion  to  make  the 
bill  the  unfinished  business  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  If  that  motion  is  agreed  to,  and  a 
request  of  the  nature  suggested  by  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  is  made  there¬ 
after,  I  may  say  to  the  Senator  I  am  not 
at  all  unreasonable  about  such  matters. 
But  I  should  like  to  have  the  motion  of 
the  majority  leader,  that  the  bill  be 
made  the  unfinished  business  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  agreed  to,  and  then  let  the  Senate 
do  as  it  pleases.  I  now  yield  to  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  it 
seems  to  me  there  is  really  nothing  in 
the  controversy.  The  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  urges  Senators  to  agree  that  a 
motion  to  reconsider  may  be  made  to¬ 
morrow.  I  may  say  to  the  Senator,  it 
is  unnecessary  to  agree  to  that. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Oh,  no. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Such  a  motion 
could  be  made  anyway.  On  any  amend¬ 
ment  which  is  adopted,  a  motion  may  be 
made  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  There  is  nothing 
in  this  proposal  to  prevent  that  being 
done. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  would  have  no  objec¬ 
tion,  even  to  that. 

Mi-.  WHERRY.  Oh,  no. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  will  state  the  inquiry. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  If  an  amendment 
were  adopted,  and  if  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  the  vote  by  which  it  was  adopted 
should  not  be  made  in  the  meantime, 
would  it  not  be  in  order  tomorrow  to 
move  such  reconsideration? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Such 
a  motion  would  be  in  order. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  It  seems  to  me  it 
would  be  impractical  to  proceed  along 


that  line.  It  would  become  necessary 
to  move  to  reconsider  each  item,  in  or¬ 
der  to  effect  a  reduction  in  the  bill.  Is 
it  not  impractical? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  No,  I  do  not  think 
it  would  be  impractical.  I  do  not  think 
we  would  have  any  difficulty.  We  never 
have  in  such  cases.  When  we  come  to 
the  consideration  of  an  item  regarding 
which  the  Senator  may  want  to  make 
objection,  I  do  not  think  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  New  Mexico  would 
object  to  allowing  the  amendment  to 
go  over  until  tomorrow,  or  would  ob¬ 
ject  to  agreeing  that  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  could  be  made.  But  the  bill  has 
not  been  made  the  unfinished  business 
of  the  Senate,  and  it  is  impossible  to 
make  an  agreement  until  that  is  done. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  desire  to  be  fair.  I 
understood  the  question  of  the  Senator 
from  Michigan.  I  am  not  going  to  ans¬ 
wer  any  question  until  we  find  out 
whether  the  Senate  wants  to  continue 
to  waste  the  taxpayers’  money,  or 
whether  we  want  to  take  up  this  bill  and 
consider  it  now. 

Mr.  NEELY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  NEELY.  Mr.  President,  accord¬ 
ing  to  one  of  the  wisest  of  the  3,000 
proverbs  spoken  by  the  world’s  wisest 
man,  “In  all  labor  there  is  profit:  but  the 
talk  of  the  lips  tendeth  only  to  penury.” 
For  more  than  5  months  the  Senate  has, 
on  the  average,  worked  on  this  floor 
not  more  than  an  hour  a  day.  During 
these  5  months  when  the  Senate  was  in 
session,  the  talk  of  senatorial  lips  has 
consumed  approximately  5  hours  a  day. 
In  other  words,  we  have  spent  400  per¬ 
cent  more  time  tending  to  poverty  than 
we  have  spent  in  the  production  of 
profit.  Today  we  have  thrown  away  45 
precious  minutes  in  uttering  words  as 
worthless  as  sounding  brass  and  carrying 
on  conversations  as  fruitless  as  barren 
trees. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  that  works  be 
forthwith  substituted  for  words  and  that 
the  Senate  immediately  proceed  to  per¬ 
form  its  highly  important  legislative 
duties  which  have  been  far  too  long 
neglected.  I  give  notice  that  during  the 
further  debate  on  the  pending  bill,  I 
shall  object  to  any  Senator’s  yielding 
for  any  purpose  except  that  of  asking  a 
question. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  of  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 


and  the 

following  Senators  answered 

to  their  names: 

Aiken 

Carlson 

Ferguson 

Anderson 

Chavez 

Flanders 

Bennett 

Clements 

Frear 

Benton 

Connally 

George 

Brewster 

■  Cordon 

Green 

Bricker 

Dirksen 

Hayden 

Bridges 

Douglas 

Hendrickson 

Butler,  Md. 

Duff 

Hennings 

Butler,  Nebr.  Dworshak 

Hickenlooper 

Byrd 

Eastland 

Hill 

Cain 

Ecton 

Hoey 

Capehart 

Ellender 

Holland 
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Hunt 

Ives 

Jenner 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Kefauver 

Kem 

Kerr 

Kilgore 

Know!  and 

Langer 

Lehman 

Lodge 

Long 

Magnuson 

Malone 


Maybank 

McCarran 

McCarthy 

McClellan 

McFarland 

McKellar 

McMahon 

Millikin 

Monroney 

Moody 

Morse 

Mundt 

Neely 

Nixon 

O’Conor 

O'Mahoney 

Pastore 


Kobertson 

Kussell 

Saltonstall 

Schoeppel 

Smathers 

Smith,  Mains 

Sparkman 

Stennis 

Taft 

Thye 

Underwood 

Watkins 

Welker 

Wherry 

Wiley 

Williams 

Young 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Fulbright]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Gillette] 
is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey]  and  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Smith]  are  absent  on  of¬ 
ficial  business. 

The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mur¬ 
ray]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  on 
official  business,  having  been  appointed 
a  representative  of  our  Government  to 
attend  the  International  Labor  Confer¬ 
ence  being  held  in  Geneva,  Switzerland. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Case]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate 
on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Martin]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Tobey]  is  absent  on  official  business 
of  the  Committee  on  Crime  Investiga¬ 
tion. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  A 
quorum  is  present. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
withdraw  my  motion  and  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  House  bill  3709;  also 
that  any  Senator  may  have  the  right  to 
offer  tomorrow  any  percentagewise  cut 
in  the  bill,  and  to  except  therefrom  any 
item  or  items  in  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  under¬ 
stand  also  that  it  is  the  purpose,  of  the 
unanimous-consent  request  that  if  to¬ 
morrow  an  amendment  is  presented  to 
make  a  percentagewise  cut,  exceptions 
to  the  amendment  may  be  indicated. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  the  observation.  He  has  stated  it  as 
clearly  as  it  could  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
Senator  from  Arizona? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  may  I  ask 
the  majority  leader  if  tomorrow  all 
amendments  would  be  limited  to  a  per¬ 
centage  cut? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Not  necessarily  so. 
We  may  not  complete  consideration  to¬ 
day  of  all  the  other  amendments. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Personally  I  am 
very  much  opposed  to  percentage  cuts  in 
appropriation  bills.  If  we  are  to  be  lim¬ 
ited  to  percentage  cuts  only,  I  shall  have 
to  object  to  the  request. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  The  Senator  could 
present,  at  any  time  today,  an  amend¬ 


ment  providing  for  a  reduction  in  any 
item,  or  he  could  ask  for  an  increase  in 
an  item. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Just  a  moment. 
The  only  object  of  the  unanimous -con¬ 
sent  agreement  is  to  make  sure  that  per¬ 
centagewise  amendments  may  be  offered 
after  the  committee  amendments  are 
adopted,  if  it  is  desired  to  offer  such 
amendments.  Senators  would  have  that 
right  any  way. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President, 
may  I  ask  further  whether  the  Senate 
would  be  limited,  after  the  committee 
amendments  are  disposed  of,  to  consid¬ 
ering  only  amendments  which  would 
represent  percentage  cuts,  rather  than 
amendments  to  reduce  particular  items, 
or  increase  particular  items? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  No. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  if  I 
correctly  understand  the  unanimous- 
consent  request,  it  is  as  follows:  It  is  in¬ 
tended  to  be  used  by  Senators  who  would 
propose  cuts  greater  than  the  commit¬ 
tee  has  suggested.  The  proposed  agree¬ 
ment  would  apply  only  to  percentage¬ 
wise  cuts.  However,  there  is  nothing  in 
the  agreement  which  would  prevent  the 
Senator  from  Washington,  or  any  other 
Senator,  from  offering  an  amendment 
changing  the  figures  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  If  that  is  the  un¬ 
derstanding,  I  will  not  object. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  to  explain  for  the  Record  what 
he  means  by  percentage  cuts. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Let  me  explain 
the  object  of  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest.  Technically,  if  a  committee 
amendment  were  agreed  to  today,  it 
could  not  be  amended  tomorrow  by  a 
percentagewise  cut,  unless  the  Senate 
reconsidered  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment.  The  purpose  of  the  unanimous 
consent  agreement  proposed  is  to  get 
around  that  parliamentary  situation. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  By  a  percentage  cut, 
does  the  Senator  mean  a  motion  made 
after  the  amount  for  each  item  is  ar¬ 
rived  at,  to  cut  the  entire  bill  a  certain 
percentage  across  the  board? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Yes;  except  that 
it  may  be  desired  to  exclude  certain 
items  from  the  cut. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  find  myself  very  much 
in  agreement  with  the  Senator  from 
Washington,  that  that  is  no  way  for  the 
Senate  to  do  business.  However,  like 
the  Senator  from  Washington,  I  should 
like  to  know  whether  the  proposed 
agreement  would  preclude  any  other 
amendments. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  No,  it  would  not 
preclude  other  amendments.  As  I  stat¬ 
ed  before,  the  purpose  is  to  get  around 
the  parliamentary  situation. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  am  referring  to  an 
amendment  to  cut  a  particular  item. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Such  an  amend¬ 
ment  may  be  offered  today. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  What  is  the  reason  for 
postponing  until  tomorrow  a  motion  for 
a  percentage  cut?  Why  not  offer  such 
an  amendment  today,  and  make  it  the 
regular  order? 


Mr.  McFARLAND.  The  purpose  is  to 
get  around  the  parliamentary  situation 
which  exists  because  of  the  committee 
amendments.  If  committee  amend¬ 
ments  are  agreed  to,  in  order  to  amend 
them  it  would  be  necessary  to  reconsider 
the  vote  by  which  the  committee  amend¬ 
ments  are  agreed  to.  However,  certain 
Senators  do  not  want  to  do  that.  They 
wish  to  make  a  percentagewise  cut  in 
all  the  items  in  the  bill  when  it  is  ready 
for  final  consideration. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
think  I  can  explain  the  situation  to  the 
Senator.  The  bill  came  to  us  with  the 
Jensen  amendment,  which  is  a  limita¬ 
tion  upon  filling  vacancies.  The  sub¬ 
committee  spent  several  days  on  the 
problem,  and  finally  the  subcommittee 
and  the  full  committee  adopted  what 
we  call  the  Cordon  amendment,  which 
is  a  different  formula  from  the  Jensen 
amendment.  However,  it  relates  to  per¬ 
sonnel.  It  excludes  hospitals,  heart  and 
cancer  work,- and  things  of  that  kind. 

Then  we  had  a  proposal  for  a  10-per¬ 
cent  cut.  First  it  was  to  apply  to  per¬ 
sonnel.  Now  we  understand  that  it  may 
apply  to  appropriations  for  heart  and 
cancer  work,  as  well  as  appropriations 
for  hospitals.  We  certainly  cannot  cut 
the  retirement  funds.  They  are  fixed 
by  law.  There  is  a  question  whether  we 
want  to  cut  aid  to  the  States  for  medi¬ 
cal  work,  and  things  of  that  kind. 

The  committee  has  cut  the  bill  $100,- 
000,000  below  the  House  figure.  Some 
Senators  wish  to  cut  it  still  more.  It  is 
a  very  technical  thing  to  arrange  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  and  the  commit¬ 
tee  amendments  in  such  a  way  that 
Senators  may  have  more  time.  Some 
Senators  want  the  vote  on  the  major 
cut  to  go  over.  The  Cordon  amend¬ 
ment  would  make  a  reduction  of  a  little 
more  than  $2,000,000;  and  a  10-percent 
reduction  would  be  nearly  $5,000,000. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  would  be  more  than 
that.  It  would  amount  to  approximately 
$15,000,000. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  It  would  be  more 
than  that  if  it  applied  to  hospitals.  The 
Cordon  amendment  excludes  hospitals 
and  certain  types  of  research  work.  It 
does  not  exclude  other  types  of  research 
work.  We  went  as  far  as  we  felt  we 
were  justified  in  going.  Therefore  we 
hope  to  be  able  to  vote  today.  Any 
Senator  who  wishes  to  increase  an  ap¬ 
propriation  for  an  item,  such  as  for 
heart,  cancer,  or  hospital  care,  may  do 
so. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Or  cut  any  item. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Yes;  and  tomor¬ 
row  it  would  be  possible  to  move  to  re¬ 
consider  any  committee  amendment. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  In  other  words,  it 
would  be  necessary  to  submit  an  amend¬ 
ment  today  in  order  to  be  able  to  vote 
on  it  today? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  If  we  did  not  do  so 
today,  we  would  be  foreclosed  from  doing 
so  tomorrow? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Tomorrow  it 
would  be  necessary  to  move  to  recon¬ 
sider. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ob¬ 
ject. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  join  the  Senator  from 
Washington  in  objecting. 
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Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
merely  wish  to  add  that  I  hope  the  Sen¬ 
ate  will  vote  to  consider  the  bill  today. 
We  cannot  force  the  bill  through  over 
the  objection  of  Senators  who  wish  to 
vote  tomorrow.  If  they  wish,  they  can 
talk  about  Acheson  or  the  two  Britishers 
who  went  behind  the  Iron  curtain. 
They  can  talk  about  anything  they  desire 
to  talk  about.  It  would  be  possible  to 
keep  the  Senate  from  voting.  Certainly 
we  should  be  able  to  start  voting  today 
and  go  as  far  as  we  are  able  to  go. 

We  are  about  to  take  up  the  first 
appropriation  bill.  It  is  a  month  late  in 
coming  to  the  Senate.  We  have  13  or  14 
more  appropriation  bills  to  come  before 
us.  We  cannot  possibly  conclude  con¬ 
sideration  of  them  before  the  end  of  the 
fiscal  year.  The  newspapers  are  already 
criticizing  the  Senate  for  not  making  any 
progress. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
demand  the  regular  order. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  the  sub¬ 
committee  of  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  which  considered  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Department  of  Labor  and 
the  Federal  Security  Agency  began  its 
consideration  of  the  bill  on  the  3d  day  of 
April.  We  held  long  hearings  and  ar¬ 
rived  at  some  conclusions.  The  delay  in 
making  it  possible  for  the  Senate  to 
proceed  in  an  orderly  way  with  regard 
to  the  bill,  which  is  the  first  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  to  be  presented  to  the  Senate 
this  year,  was  brought  about  by  the  fact 
that  the  Senator  from  Michigan  stated 
he  desired  to  submit  some  amendments 
to  cut  the  bill  further  than  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  suggested. 

I  do  not  take  my  hat  off  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  York  or  any  other  Senator 
on  humanitarian  matters.  I  do  not  take 
off  my  hat  to  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
in  trying  to  save  the  taxpayers’  money. 

In  the  presence  of  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  and  in  the  presence  of  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  at 
the  start  of  the  hearings  on  April  3,  the 
■chairman  of  the  subcommittee  made  the 
following  statement.  I  wish  the  Senator 
from  Michigan,  in  his  great  desire  to 
economize,  could  be  here  to  listen  to  the 
statement.  A  copy  of  it  was  sent  to  every 
Senator.  I  said: 

Careful  Scrutiny  op  Budget  Necessary 
Senator  Chavez.  The  committee,  as  the 
Secretary  will  understand,  is  confronted  this 
year  with  a  somewhat  different  problem  in 
its  consideration  of  budget  estimates.  There 
is  the  necessity  to  provide  adequately  for  the 
defense  of  our  country,  for  which  we  have 
a  tentative  estimate  in  excess  of  $60,000,000,- 
000.  There  is  before  the  Congress  a  recom¬ 
mendation  from  the  President  proposing  a 
substantial  increase  in  taxes,  which,  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  the  cost  of  living  has  in¬ 
creased  beyond  salary  increases,  will,  if 
enacted,  result  in  a  lowered  standard  of  liv¬ 
ing  for  our  citizens.  It  is  incumbent  upon 
the  Congress  then  to  study  with  infinite  care 
these  requests  for  public  moneys.  We  are 
not  faced  with  a  Treasury  surplus— rather  a 
deficit  of  billions;  and  one  way  to  meet  a 
deficit  is  to  reduce  expenditures. 

The  record  will  show  that  this  subcom¬ 
mittee,  our  Committee  on  Appropriations 
and  the  Senate  and  the  Congress  have  all 


supported  the  programs  of  the  Department 
of  Labor,  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and 
of  the  related  independent  agencies.  We 
have  through  the  years  allowed  substantially 
what  was  requested.  At  this  point  though 
it  seems  that  the  estimates  as  a  whole,  from 
each  and  every  constituent  agency,  must  be 
reduced  in  the  interest  of  Government  sol¬ 
vency.  Some  programs  which  admittedly  are 
providing  worth  while  and  necessary  serv¬ 
ices  may  have  to  be  cut  back — just  as  we  are 
calling  upon  the  individual  citizen  to  get 
by  on  less  this  year  than  he  had  last  year. 

Vie  proposed  to  afford  to  the  representa¬ 
tives  of  each  constituent  agency  an  adequate 
opportunity  to  justify  and  explain  fully  their 
requests  for  funds.  I  wish  the  fiscal  position 
of  our  Government  were  such  that  we  could 
allow  the  estimates  in  their  entirety.  But 
the  millenium  has  not  yet  arrived  so  we  must 
be  governed  accordingly. 

deviations  from  purposes  of  appropriated 
FUNDS 

Over  the  past  few  years  there  has  been  a 
movement  underway  to  merge  appropriation 
accounts;  to  remove  limitations,  and  pro¬ 
scriptions  with  reference  to  the  use  of  funds. 
This  program  was  predicated  on  the  premise 
■  that  it  would  enable  the  departments  to  do  a 
better  administrative  job  and  the  Congress 
could  rely  upon  strict  observance  of  the 
pleadings  for  funds  as  to  what  they  would  be 
used  for. 

Increasingly  the  committee  is  observing 
the  departments  and  agencies  after  receiving 
the  appropriations  in  lump  sums,  obligating 
the  funds  with  scant  attention  to  the  de¬ 
tails  of  the  justifications  presented  to  the 
committee  and  to  the  Congress.  When 
questioned  as  to  the  validity  of  such  de¬ 
partures  from  the  justification  details,  the 
stock  answer  is  that  the  appropriating 
language  imposed  no  observance  of  justifica¬ 
tions. 

Moreover,  the  committee  has  found  in¬ 
stances  of  fund  transfers  and  use  directly 
contrary  to  the  express  instructions  of  Con¬ 
gress  as  embodied  in  committee  reports. 
And  while  this  flagrant  flaunting  of  con¬ 
gressional  will  may  not  be  illegal  we  shall  be 
most  disappointed  if  ever  it  occurs  again. 

CLOSER  CONTROL  OF  EXPENDITURES  REQUESTED 

If  we  permit  this  to  continue,  the  taking 
of  testimony  is  a  fruitless  and  meaningless 
task  in  the  absence  of  language  in  the  bill 
to  require  observance  of  justifications.  I 
call  the  attention  of  the  agencies  to  this 
point  and  remind  them  that  any  further 
deviation  from  justifications  can  result  in 
the  appropriation  by  categories,  by  activities, 
or  by  object  of  expenditure;  or  the  inclusion 
of  a  general  provision  stipulating  that  the 
funds  are  appropriated  for  the  purposes  and 
objects  set  out  in  the  justifications.  I  pro¬ 
pose  to  have  a  close  check  made  in  this  re¬ 
gard  on  behalf  of  the  committee  throughout 
the  coming  months,  and  I  hope  that  the 
agencies  will  not  invite  punitive  action. 

DETAILED  EXPLANATION  OF  REQUIREMENTS 

Earlier  this  year  I  directed  the  staff  to 
obtain  for  the  committee  a  full  and  complete 
explanation  of  the  proposed  obligation  by 
objects  with  respect  to  each  appropriation 
account. 

At  this  point  let  me  say  that  when  the 
bill  came  from  the  House,  about  the  only 
question  the  Senate  committee  would 
investigate  was  whether  some  item  which 
the  House  had  cut  should  be  restored. 

I  read  further: 

Heretofore  the  presentation  has  been  an 
explanation  merely  of  the  increase  sought 
by  object  of  expenditure.  That  is  to  say, 
if  the  agency  sought  $5,000  for  travel,  one 
of  the  objects  of  expenditure,  which  repre¬ 
sented  an  increase  of  $500  over  the  previous 


year’s  allowance,  then  the  expl  tna'/ion  and 
narrative  justification  dealt  only  with  the 
increase — why  the  additional  $5(0  was  need¬ 
ed — without  bothering  to  explain  the  other 
$4,500. 

I  am  informed  that  there  have  been  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  committee  fairly  detailed  ex¬ 
planations  of  the  proposed  obligation  of 
funds  by  object  for  each  appropriation  ac¬ 
count.  I  find  these  explanations  extremely 
interesting  and  informative,  and  I  hope  we 
can  introduce  this  data  into  the  record  for 
the  information  of  the  committee  and  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Pas- 
tore  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Virginia? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  The  statement 
from  the  hearings  which  the  Senator  has 
been  reading  is  very  valuable  and  inter¬ 
esting  to  a  number  of  Members  of  the 
Senate,  but  many  of  us  wish  to  know 
whether  we  are  going  to  have  this  bill 
taken  up  for  consideration.  I  under¬ 
stand  that  if  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee' will  agree  that 
the  controversial  items  may  go  over  un¬ 
til  tomorrow,  for  voting,  there  will  be  no 
objection  to  having  the  bill  brought  up 
at  this  time. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
Jike  to  ask  what  is  to  be  regarded  as  a 
controversial  item  in  that  connection? 
How  will  that  be  determined? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
only  one  matter  which  actually  is  in  con¬ 
troversy  in  connection  with  this  measure, 
namely,  the  substitute  for  the  so-called 
Jensen  amendment.  Of  course  there 
may  be  differences  as  to  certain  items; 
for  instance,  some  Senator  may  believe 
that  an  item  which  the  committee  cut 
$50,000,000  should  have  been  cut  $55,- 
000,000,  or  that  an  item  which  the  com¬ 
mittee  increased  by  $3.50  should  instead 
be  decreased  $10.  However,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  the  committee  report  is. practi¬ 
cally  unanimous  on  the  money  items. 
The  real  controversy  comes  on  the  so- 
called  Jensen  amendment. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  am  confused  about 
the  parliamentary  situation.  I  yield  to 
no  one  in  my  admiration  for  the  hu¬ 
manitarian  instincts  of  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico,  but  there  are  certain  items 
in  which  many  of  us  are  particularly 
interested,  notably,  those  concerning 
public  health,  cancer,  heart  disease, 
mental  health,  and  research. 

The  report  on  this  bill  came  to  the 
Senate  only  a  short  time  ago.  None  of 
us  has  had  a  chance  to  study  the  report 
or  the  bill  as  reported.  Certainly  the 
public  is  completely  uninformed  regard¬ 
ing  the  report.  It  is  very  possible  that 
I  may  wish  to  submit  amendments  in¬ 
creasing  some  of  the  allowances  reported 
by  the  committee.  When  will  I  be  able 
to  do  so? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  There  is  nothing  to 
prevent  the  Senator  from  submitting 
amendments;  he  can  submit  them  now 
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and  he  can  change  them  tomorrow,  as 
he  wishes. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  wish  to  have  an  an¬ 
swer  to  this  question:  If  I  decide  that  I 
wish  to  submit  amendments  of  that  sort, 
must  they  be  submitted  and  acted  on 
this  afternoon  or  will  a  reasonable  time 
be  allowed? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  If  I  may  reply,  I 
should  like  to  say  that  the  amendments 
the  Senator  may  submit  will  be  acted  on 
when  we  reach  the  items  of  the  bill  to 
which  the  amendments  apply.  Amend¬ 
ments  to  the  committee  amendments 
must  be  submitted  when  the  particular 
committee  amendments  to  which  they 
apply  are  reached. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield?  I  wish  to  ex¬ 
plain  the  parliamentary  situation. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  This  bill  is  sub¬ 
ject  to  a  point  of  order  if  the  bill  is 
brought  up  today.  I  think  we  can  save 
time  by  agreeing  to  let  any  controversial 
items  go  over  until  tomorrow.  Such 
an  arrangement  frequently  is  made.  In 
that  case,  any  committee  amendment 
which  a  Senator  wishes  to  have  passed 
over,  can  be  passed  over.  We  shall  save 
time  by  following  such  a  procedure. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
have  stated  to  the  Senate  heretofore, 
generally  at  this  time  of  the  year  there 
are  four  or  five  appropriation  bills  which 
have  been  passed  by  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  and  have  been  passed  by  the 
Senate  and  are  in  confei’ence.  However, 
in  the  present  case  this  is  the  first  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  for  the  new  fiscal  year 
which  has  come  to  the  Senate.  I  do  not 
wish  to  rush  action  on  this  bill.  On  the 
other  hand,  I  should  like  to  have  the 
Senate  begin  to  consider  the  bill  and  I 
should  like  to  have  a  vote  on  the  bill 
reached  promptly.  I  shall  be  willing  to 
agree  that  we  vote  tomorrow  afternoon 
or  even  Saturday  or  Monday,  provided 
we  begin  with  the  bill  and  at  least  make 
some  progress  on  it.  Senators  talk  about 
economizing  and  saving  money  for  the 
Government  and  reducing  the  cost  of  the 
Government ;  and  certainly  we  shall  save 
time  and  money  and  cost  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  if  we  proceed  within  reason,  al¬ 
lowing  each  Senator  to  submit  any 
amendment  he  desires  to  submit. 

Mr.  MCFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  The  difficulty  is 
that  we  cannot  do  that  if  a  point  of  order 
is  made  against  consideration  of  the  bill 
today. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  I  de¬ 
mand  the  regular  order. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  understand  that 
the  matter  now  under  discussion  is  the 
regular  order;  and  I  desire  to  ask  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  a  question,  if 
he  will  yield  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  wish  to  ask 
whether  the  distinguished  Senator  will 
agree  to  give  the  Senate  assurance  that, 
if  the  bill  is  taken  up  today,  after  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  makes  his  ex¬ 
planation  and  the  Senate  adopts  all  com¬ 
mittee  amendments  about  which  there 
is  no  controversy,  any  amendments 


which  Senators  wish  to  have  passed  over 
until  tomorrow  will  go  over  until  that 
time. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  have  no  objection  to 
that  procedure. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  who 
has  the  floor? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
to  me? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  First,  let  me  point  out 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  that,  as  he 
well  knows,  the  Senate  has  a  right  to  re¬ 
quire  that  the  report  on  the  bill  lie  over 
1  day. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  There  is  no  question 
as  to  that. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  is  asking  the  Senate  to  fore¬ 
go  that  right  and  to  take  up  the  bill 
immediately.  I  say  to  the  distinguished 
Senator — and  I  think  I  express  the  senti¬ 
ments  of  many  Members  on  this  side  of 
the  aisle  and  of  at  least  some  Members 
on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle — that  a 
number  of  Senators  are  requesting  that 
the  Senator,  from  New  Mexico  proceed 
with  the  bill  and  make  any  explanation 
of  it  that  he  wishes  to  make,  but  they 
feel  that  they  should  have  a  right  to  offer, 
tomorrow,  amendments  calling  for  cuts 
or  increases  in  appropriation  items  be¬ 
fore  those  items  are  finally  voted  on. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  bill  could 
lie  over  1  day,  anyway,  I  do  not  believe 
such  a  request  is  unreasonable. 

I  should  like  to  agree  with  the  sug¬ 
gestion  of  the  majority  leader;  in  fact, 
I  would  agree,  so  far  as  I  personally  am 
concerned.  On  the  other  hand,  I  am 
not  sure  that  all  other  Senators  will 
agree,  because  many  of  them  are  not 
sure  what  items  in  the  bill  are  contro¬ 
versial,  and  some  which  are  considered 
controversial  today  might  not  be  consid¬ 
ered  controversial  tomorrow,  and  vice 
versa. 

I  wish  to  cooperate  with  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico.  Why  do  not  we  agree 
to  the  motion  to  take  up  the  bill  at  this 
time,  with  the  full  understanding  that 
no  votes  will  be  taken  until  tomorrow, 
and  that  any  Senator  who  wishes  to  offer 
an  amendment  may  do  so  at  any  time 
either  today  or  tomorrow,  even  though 
we  may  approve  today  certain  commit¬ 
tee  amendments  calling  for  increases  or 
decreases  in  salary  items  in  the  bill? 
What  is  wrong  with  such  an  arrange¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Very  well.  Let  me  ask 
what  is  wrong  with  this — and  I  hope  the 
Senator  will  give  me  his  attention - 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Yes;  but  another 
Senator  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  just  said 
that  objection  might  be  made  to  that 
arrangement,  and  I  was  wondering  what 
was  wrong  with  it. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Well,  what  is  wrong 
with  this :  Some  Senators  think  they  may 
wish  to  submit  amendments  tomorrow? 
That  will  be  perfectly  satisfactory  to  me. 
I  am  trying  to  cooperate  with  Senators 
on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  in  respect 
to  economizing  and  using  to  advantage 
the  time  of  the  Senate  this  afternoon,  at 
least  to  the  extent  of  adopting  the 
amendments  as  to  which  there  is  no  con¬ 


troversy,  and  trying  to  reach  an  agree¬ 
ment  that  if  Senators  offer  amendments 
tomorrow,  at  least  we  may  agree  about 
the  time  when  amendments  which  are 
passed  over  temporarily  will  be  voted  on 
and  also  when  amendments  which  are 
submitted  tomorrow  will  be  voted  on. 
Can  we  agree  to  vote  at,  let  us  say,  5 
o’clock  tomorrow,  or  to  begin  voting 
then? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  did 
not  know  that  question  was  to  come  up. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  am  asking  the  Sen¬ 
ator,  What  is  the  matter  with  it? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  junior  Senator 
from  Nebraska  is  perfectly  ready  to  start 
on  the  bill  today,  and  to  vote  on  it  today; 
but,  speaking  for  Senators  who  are  not 
present,  I  must  insist  that  their  rights  be 
protected,  and,  therefore,  that  the  bill 
lie  over  for  1  day.  I  do  not  object  and 
I  am  sure  those  Senators  would  not  ob¬ 
ject  to  taking  up  the  bill  having  a  full 
discussion  of  it,  with  an  explanation  of 
every  item,  and  voting  on  the  committee 
amendments  as  fast  as  desired.  But  I 
certainly  think  Senators  should  have  the 
right  tomorrow  to  offer  any  amendment 
to  increase  or  decrease  any  appropria¬ 
tion,  whether  it  involves  salaries  or  other 
items  of  the  bill.  That  is  not  unreason¬ 
able. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Of  course;  and  I 
would  not  think  it  unreasonable  if  my 
good  friend  from  Nebraska  even  wished 
to  economize. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  And,  of  course,  I  do. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  am  trying  to  be  of 
assistance  along  that  line. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  But  there  are  Sena¬ 
tors  who  want  to  increase  the  total 
amount  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Would  there  be  any 
objection  to  fixing  a  time  for  the  vote? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  No.  So  far  as  I  am 
concerned,  if  the  distinguished  Senator 
wants  to  make  a  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  that  we  proceed  to  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  and  that  tomorrow  an 
amendment  may  be  offered  to  increase 
or  decrease  any  salary  item  or  any  other 
item  of  the  bill,  and  that  there  be  a  limi¬ 
tation  of  debate  beginning,  say,  at  the 
hour  of  4  o’clock,  with  30  minutes  on 
each  amendment,  I  should  not  object. 
I  believe  the  Senate  would  be  agreeable 
to  a  limitation  of  debate  of  any  amend¬ 
ment.  But  I  want  Senators  to  be  able 
to  offer  any  amendment  they  desire,  to 
any  item  of  appropriation. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  So  do  I. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  will  yield,  may 
I  ask  if  it  is  his  understanding  that, 
under  his  proposition,  if  the  bill  is  taken 
up  today  and  the  committee  amend¬ 
ments  are  voted  on — - 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Except  those  which 
some  Senator  asks  to  have  go  over  until 
tomorrow. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  any  committee 
amendment  adopted  today  would  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  an  amendment  tomorrow,  in  case 
a  Senator  found  out  dui'ing  the  night 
that  the  amount  should  be  increased  or 
decreased? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Senator  knows 
that  it  is  possible  to  move  to  reconsider, 
and  there  will  be  no  objection,  so  far  as 
I  am  concerned. 
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Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  is  probably 
correct  about  that. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  There  will  be  no  ob¬ 
jection.  If  any  amendment  which  may 
be  adopted  this  afternoon  should  appear 
to  a  Senator  overnight  to  have  been 
Ivrongfully  adopted,  and  if  he  wants  to 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  was  agreed  to,  and  to 
propose  an  amendment  to  it,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  will  have  no  ob¬ 
jection. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  have  participated  in 
this  debate  for  two  reasons.  First,  I  am 
strongly  opposed  to  requiring  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  to  assume  the 
responsibility  which  is  given  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  in  regard  to  making  appropria¬ 
tions  and  fixing  amounts.  I  may  say 
also  that  during  the  past  10  years,  I  have 
seen  many  appropriation  bills  come  into 
the  Senate,  Senators  finding  them  on 
their  desks,  and  passing  them  within  a 
matter  of  3  or  4  hours’  time  on  the  same 
day.  It  seems  to  me  that  is  not  good 
legislative  practice. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No;  the  Senator  is 
possibly  correct.  But  there  are  certain 
items  of  the  bill  which  are  not  contro¬ 
versial,  and  we  can  gain  a  little  time  by 
acting  on  them  today.  I  simply  do  not 
want  to  waste  the  time  of  the  Senate. 

I  thought  we  might  at  least  make  a  little 
headway. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Arizona. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  think  the  situa¬ 
tion  is  apparent.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
I  thought  the  report  had  been  filed  yes¬ 
terday;  otherwise,  I  should  not  have 
moved  to  take  up  the  bill.  The  only  way 
we  can  take  up  the  bill  is  by  unanimous 
consent,  and  it  is  obvious  that  the  only 
way  we  can  get  that  done  is  to  agree 
that  any  amendment  may  be  offered  to¬ 
morrow,  either  to  amendments  or  to  the 
bill.  I  therefore  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consider¬ 
ation  of  the  bill,  and  that  any  Senator, 
tomorrow,  may  have  the  right  to  offer 
an  amendment  to  any  amendment,  or 
to  the  bill. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  agreeable. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Is  it  to  be  understood 
that  up  to  the  time  of  the  final  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  bill,  any  Senator  may 
offer  an  amendment? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Any  Senator  may 
offer  an  amendment,  either  to  increase 
It  or  to  decrease  an  item.  Is  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  exactly  what 
I  said. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Arizona?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (H.  R.  3709)  making  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Labor,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Security  Agency,  and  related  inde¬ 
pendent  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1952,  and  for  other  pur¬ 


poses,  which  had  been  reported  from 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  with 
amendments. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  desire 
to  continue  reading  the  statement  I 
made  in  the  subcommittee  at  the  time 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  and  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  Federal  Security  were  be¬ 
fore  it.  That  was  on  April  8.  I  want 
my  good  friend  from  Michigan  to  turn 
to  page  2  of  the  hearings.  At  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  the  hearings - 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  for  suggesting  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement.  I  think  it 
solves  all  our  problems. 

Mr.  CIJAVEZ.  At  the  beginning  of 
the  hearings,  in  order  to  carry  out  what 
I  think  the  Senator  from  Michigan  and 
I  may  say,  practically  all  or,  indeed  all 
other  Senators  have  in  mind  in  the  way 
of  giving  consideration  to  the  financial 
status  of  the .  country,  the  load  of  the 
taxpayer,  and  the  waste  of  public 
moneys,  I  made  a  statement  which  I  now 
desire  to  read.  At  page  4  of  the  report, 

I  said: 

Fiscal  Problems  To  Require  Close  Analysis 
of  Budget  Estimate 

The  members  of  our  committee  are  cog¬ 
nizant  of  the  difficult  problem  with  which' 
we  are  confronted.  The  Congress  has  a 
responsibility  to  the  American  people  to 
protect  the  solvency  of  our  Government 
and  to  maintain  a  balanced  economy.  We 
hope  that  witnesses  on  behalf  of  the  de¬ 
partments  will  be  so  guided.  I  hope  we  will 
not  be  subjected  to  witnesses  stoutly  de¬ 
fending  as  essential,  programs  and  activities 
linked  with  certain  nostrums  and  panaceas. 
It  is  going  to  be  difficult  enough  to  win. 
approval  of  funds  for  bona  fide  essentials; 
the  spectacle  of  witnesses  consuming  the 
time  of  the  committee  in  behalf  of  some 
luxury  item  may  well  result  in  a  disallowance 
of  funds  for  even  essential  projects. 

It  is  the  hope  of  the  committee  that  the 
departments  and  agencies  affected  by  this 
appropriation  bill  will,  of  their  own  volition, 
tell  the  committee  where  cuts  can  be  made 
and  show  the  Congress  and  the  American 
people  that  the  departments  understand  the 
economic  situation  as  it  exists  and  are, 
therefore,  willing  to  be  austere  themselves. 
That  procedure  will  be  preferable — that  is, 
to  have  the  departments  do  their  own  cutting 
and  so  state  to  Congress;  but,  if  nesesssary, 
this  committee  and  the  Congress  must  do 
the  cutting. 

Now,  what  I  have  in  mind,  Mr.  Secretary, 
by  that  last  statement  is  this:  I  am  sure 
that,  as  far  as  the  higher  echelons  of  Govern¬ 
ment  are  concerned,  the  ones  who  really  have 
the  responsibility  of  carrying  out  the  admin¬ 
istrative  duties  of  every  department,  they 
realize  the  situation  in  the  country  as  it 
exists.  This  is  stern  reality.  We  are  in  an 
awful  mess.  If  it  is  at  all  possible  within 
reason  to  have  nonessentials  cut  I  think  that 
would  be  so  much  more  preferable.  I  think 
the  departments  would  stand  in  better  grace 
with  the  Congress  if  the  departments  them¬ 
selves  were  to  tell  us,  “Now,  listen,  members 
of  the  committee,  while  it  is  true  that  we 
would  like  to  carry  out  this  particular  pro¬ 
gram,  as  in  everyday  affairs  of  life,  we  can’t 
always  do  what  we  want,  even  for  our  own 
Immediate  families  and  we  are  going  to 
suggest  that  these  cuts  be  made  by  the  com¬ 
mittee.” 


Now,  Mr.  Secretary,  at  your  convenience, 
we  will  be  glad  to  hear  whatever  you  care  to 
say. 

That  statement,  Mr.  President,  was 
made  because  the  committee  fully  ap¬ 
preciated  its  position  and  understood 
that  it  had  grave  responsibilities  to  the 
American  taxpayers.  Throughout  the 
hearings  that  very  point  was  in  mind. 

I  should  like  to  invite  the  attention  of 
the  Senate  to  what  the  committee  did  in 
the  way  of  appropriations  and  in  reduc¬ 
ing  certain  appropriations.  If  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  will  turn  to  pages  1 
and  2  of  the  committee  report — they  will 
note  that  the  amount  of  the  bill  as  passed 
by  the  House  was  $2,641,206,361.  The 
Senate  committee  lowered  that  amount 
to  the  net  extent  of  $112,867,530,  the 
total  amount  of  the  Senate  bill  being 
$2,437,192,064. 

The  budget  estimate  for  1952  was  - 
$2,744,253,760.  The  bill  as  reported  to 
the  Senate,  which  is  in  the  amount  of 
$2,528  338,831,  is  $91,146,767  above  the 
1951  appropriation,  but  it  is  under  the 
budget  estimate  in  the  amount  of  $215,- 
914,929. 

Let  me  again  emphasize  that  the 
amount  of  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  other 
House  has  been  reduced  by  $112,867,530, 
and  the  appropriations  provided  are 
$215,914,929  under  the  budget  estimate 
for  this  year.  That  reduction  was  made 
after  extensive  hearings  extending  from 
the  third  of  April  until  approximately 
2  weeks  ago.  The  subcommittee  went 
deeply  and  extensively  into  every  detail, 
as  was  intended  when  I  made  my  state¬ 
ment  at  the  start  of  the  hearings. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield 
in  a  moment. 

I  should  like  to  invite  attention  to  the 
breakdown  of  the  reductions  and  how 
they  compare  with  past  appropriations, 
budget  estimates,  House  allowances,  and 
Senate  allowances. 

On  page  2  of  the  committee  report  it 
will  be  noted  that  in  1951  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  there  was  appropriated 
$230,906,360.  The  budget  estimate  this 
year  was  $231,289,000.  The  House  al¬ 
lowed  $223,506,500.  The  Senate  com¬ 
mittee’s  recommendation  was  $223,536,- 
601. 

The  appropriation  is  practically  $7,- 
000,000  lower  than  was  the  appropria¬ 
tion  for  1951,  and  it  is  $7,752,399  below 
the  budget  estimate,  but  it  is  $30,101 
above  the  House  allowance. 

The  reason  why  I  give  the  Senate  those 
figures — and  I  wish  my  friend  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Ferguson]  were  present 
on  the  floor — is  in  order  to  show  that 
the  subcommittee  and  the  full  committee 
desire  the  Senate  and  the  people  of  the 
country  to  understand  that  we  appre¬ 
ciate  the  financial  condition  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  the  condition  of  the  tax¬ 
payers. 

The  Senate  committee’s  allowance  for 
the  Federal  Security  Agency  is  approxi¬ 
mately  $25,000,000  under  the  allowance 
fpr  1951;  it  is  $157,087,395  under  the 
budget  estimate,’  and  approximately 
$62,000,000  under  the  House  allowance. 
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Generally,  Mr.  President,  as  those  who 
know  the  history  of  appropriations  in 
this  body  are  aware,  when  the  House 
did  any  cutting  the  Senate  would,  as  a 
general  rule,  increase  the  amount  of  the 
appropriation.  The  Senate  was  sup¬ 
posed  to  be  the  restoring  body.  But, 
again,  the  subcommittee,  including  such 
Senators  as  the  Senator  from  Califor¬ 
nia  [Mr.  Knowland],  who  is  the  ranking 
minority  member,  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  [Mr.  Thye],  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Hill],  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Kilgore],  other  Sen¬ 
ators,  and  myself,  wanted  to  show  the 
country  that  we  were  endeavoring  to 
make  a  little  saving  wherever  it  was  pos¬ 
sible  and  within  sound  reason,  and  with¬ 
out  jeopardizing  the  carrying  out  of  the 
proper  functions  of  Government.  We 
did  not  want  to  jeopardize  one  single 
essential  function  of  Government,  and 
we  do  not  think  that  what  we  have  rec¬ 
ommended  will  have  that  result.  We 
thought  then  and  think  now  that  every 
penny  of  the  appropriations  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  suggested  to  this  body  is 
absolutely  essential,  and  we  cut  only  as 
to  those  functions  which  possibly  could 
wait  in  whose  appropriations  a  cut  was 
justified.  That  does  not  mean  that  the 
subcommittee  or  the  committee  as  a 
whole  does  not  believe  in  the  programs 
being  carried  on;  we  do  believe  in  them. 
They  include  hospital  construction  and 
public  health  activities.  I  am  satisfied 
that  more  money  could  be  used  in  these 
programs  to  the  advantage  of  the  welfare 
of  the  United  States,  but,  under  the  cir¬ 
cumstances,  we  feel  that  the  committee 
allowed  all  that  could  be  justified  at  the 
moment. 

With  reference  to  the  National  Labor 
Relations  Board,  the  committee  recom¬ 
mends  an  amount,  $328,541,  under  the 
1951  appropriation  and  $348,541  under 
the  budget  estimate.  But  we  increased 
by  $233,959  the  House  allowance.  We 
felt  justified  in  doing  that,  and,  as  we 
come  to  the  amendments  which  pertain 
to  those  items,  they  will  be  justified. 

The  next  item  is  the  National  Media¬ 
tion  Board.  As  to  that  item  the  Senate 
committee’s  recommendation  is  $11,753 
under  the  House  allowance,  $59,753  un¬ 
der  the  budget  estimate,  and  $360,253 
under  last  year’s  appropriation. 

In  the  case  of  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Board,  there  is  an  increase  of  $124,- 
529,495  compared  with  1951  appropria¬ 
tions.  At  the  time  that  item  comes  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  for  consideration,  we 
will  justify  it.  But  the  appropriation 
recommended  by  the  Senate  committee 
is  $50,465,591  under  the  budget  estimate 
for  1952,  and  $50,465,591  under  the  House 
allowance. 

In  the  case  of  the  Federal  Mediation 
and  Conciliation  Service,  the  appropria¬ 
tion  recommended  by  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  is  $96,050  above  the  1951  appro¬ 
priations,  $201,250  below  the  1952  budget 
estimates,  and  $96,750  above  the  House 
allowance. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  the  figures 
shown  by  the  tables  appeal  to  those  who 
want  the  Government  to  function  on  a 
sound  basis  and  to  have  it- properly  ad¬ 
ministered.  We  must  have  a  govern¬ 
ment,  Mr.  President.  We  have  created 


the  agencies  in  question.  We  have  cre¬ 
ated  the  programs  administered  by  the 
agencies.  We  have  written  certain 
philosophies  in  the  law,  and  it  is  neces¬ 
sary  that  Congress  provide  adequate 
funds,  not  to  be  wasted,  in  order  to  carry 
out  the  proper  functions  of  government 
that  should  be  carried  out  in  a  country 
such  as  ours. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  proud  of  the  record 
of  the  subcommittee.  I  am  proud  of  the 
cuts  it  has  made.  As  I  stated,  the  cuts 
were  made  in  many  instances  reluctantly, 
because  individual  members  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  believed  in  programs  in  which 
they  were  particularly  interested.  I  wish 
we  had  been  able  to  recommend  a  larger 
sum  than  was  requested  by  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Hunt]  for  a  partic¬ 
ular  item  in  which  he  was  inter ted,  and 
in  behalf  of  which  he  appeared  before 
the  subcommittee.  Having  heard  the 
testimony  given  by  my  good  friend  be¬ 
fore  the  subcommittee,  I  am  positive  he 
believes  that  what  we  allowed  was  all  that 
could  be  allowed  at  this  particular  time. 

Mr.  HUNT  rose. 

■Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
we  had  been  able  to  recommend  a  larger 
appropriation  for  cancer  research.  If  I 
could  have  had  my  way  I  would  have 
allowed  $20,000,000  more  for  that  activ¬ 
ity,  and  I  would  have  allowed  more  for 
research  into  heart  ailments. 

Mr.  HUNT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  will  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wyoming  in  a  moment. 

More  than  900,000  persons  suffering 
from  mental  illness  are  inmates  in  pub¬ 
lic  institutions,  without  considering 
those  who  are  being  taken  care  of  pri¬ 
vately  by  individual  families.  It  is  my 
contention  that  American  citizens,  the 
families  of  the  unfortunates,  and  the 
public  officials  who  deal  with  them,  have 
a  sacred  trust  to  perform.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico  is  not  happy  over 
the  little  mite  we  allowed  for  research 
and  investigation  of  mental  illness  in 
the  United  States.  The  Senator  from 
New  Mexico,  however,  has  a  duty  to  per¬ 
form,  and  the  subcommittee  members 
felt  that  what  we  allowed  was  all  we 
possibly  could  allow  at  the  moment. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Wy¬ 
oming. 

Mr.  HUNT.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  say  to  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  that  the  jun¬ 
ior  Senator  from  Wyoming  is  very  grate¬ 
ful  to  him  for  the  way  he  and  his  sub¬ 
committee  received  him,  and  for  the 
amount  of  increase  that  was  allowed. 
While  perhaps  we  would  have  liked  to 
receive  and  could  well  have  used  more 
money,  we  are  well  satisfied  with  the  ac¬ 
tion  taken  by  the  committee. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  rose. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  now 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Delaware.  I 
should  have  yielded  to  him  previously. 
However,  my  attention  was  distracted, 
and  I  apologize  to  the  Senator. 

Mi\  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  de¬ 
sire  to  invite  the  attention  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  to  the  item  in  the  appropriation 
contained  in  the  bill  referring  to  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Board.  What  is 
the  obligation  of  the  Government  with 


respect  to  the  Retirement  Board?  I  ask 
the  question  so  we  may  have  the  answer 
in  the  Record. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  has  a  copy  of  the  bijl  before 
him,  I  suggest  that  he  turn  to  page  38. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HILL.  Is  it  not  true  that  in  con¬ 
nection  with  that  Board  the  United 
States  Government  is  trustee  for  this 
fund? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HILL.  _  Under  the  law  the  fund 
goes  into  the  Treasury,  and  necessary 
money  must  be  appropriated  by  Con¬ 
gress.  The  money  to  meet  current  re¬ 
tirement  payments,  to  set  up  the  reserve 
retirement  fund,  and  to  meet  adminis¬ 
trative  costs,  all  come  out  of  the  special 
tax  for  this  fund.  It  does  not  come  out 
of  any  money  raised  by  what  we  call 
taxes  placed  upon  the  taxpayers  of  the 
country  generally. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Hus  is  the  way  it  ap¬ 
plies  in  a  practical  way.  So  much  of  the 
tax  is  collected  from  the  employer  and 
so  much  from  the  employee. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  again  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  how  I  un¬ 
derstand  it,  and  my  reason  for  asking  the 
question  is  so  we  may  have  the  record 
straight. 

The  next  question  is:  That  being  true, 
is  not  the  $50,000,000  to  which  the  Sena¬ 
tor  refers  false  economy? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No ;  it  is  not. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  The  Senator  cannot 
claim  that  the  $50,000,000  represents  a 
cut  in  the  bill,  because  it  is  not  our  money 
in  the  first  place. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No;  it  is  not  false 
economy,  as  the  Senator  states. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  But,  so  far  as  the 
ultimate  answer  is  concerned,  it  is  im¬ 
material  whether  it  is  paid  out  this  year 
or  next  year. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No.  It  happens  that 
in  this  instance  it  is  money  that  we  have 
previously  overpaid  the  agency. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  But  it  is  still  money 
paid  by  the  railroad  employees  and  the 
railroad  companies  that  we  are  handling 
as  a  trust  fund. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No.  This  is  money 
that  was  overpaid,  and  which  we  are 
now  holding  from  the  appropriation  of 
the  trust. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Will  the  Senator 
explain  to  us  how  he  arrived  at  the 
$50,000,000  cut? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  We  arrived  at  the  $50,- 
000,000  cut  for  the  simple  reason  that 
we  had  overpaid  that  amount,  and 
reduced  it  to  that  extent. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  understand  that; 
but  I  did  not  see  anywhere  a  breakdown 
of  this  amount.  It  is  not  exactly  $50,- 
000,000.  I  simply  wondered  where  I 
could  find  a  breakdown  of  the  amount. 
The  amount  is  $50,465,591,  so  thera 
must  be  a  breakdown  of  it  somewhere. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  There  is.  Let  me  read 
from  page  11  of  the  report  of  the  com- 
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mittee,  under  the  head  of  “Payment  to 
railroad  retirement  account”: 

The  committee  recommends,  as  a  substl- 
tute,  provision  for  an  annual  specific  ap¬ 
propriation  in  lieu  of  the  annual  indefinite 
its  passed  by  the  House  and  the  permanent 
indefinite  as  proposed  in  the  budget  estimate. 

The  committee  recommendation  is  $50,- 
465,591  less  than  the  budget  estimate  and  the 
House  allowance,  neither  of  which  recog¬ 
nized  the  credit  outstanding  for  prior  years’ 
overpayment,  resulting  from  the  overestimat¬ 
ing  of  net  tax  collections  upon  which  figure 
the  annual  specific  appropriation  has  been, 
based,  adjusted  for  prior  years’  experience. 

If  the  Senator  will  turn  to  page  837 
of  the  hearings,  he  will  find  a  table 
headed  “Comparison  of  carriers’  tax  col¬ 
lections  with  amounts  appropriated  to 
the  Beard  for  railroad  retirement  pur¬ 
poses  and  benefit  payments,  by  fiscal 
years,  1936-51.” 

In  the  summary  the  Senator  will  note 
how  we  arrive  at  the  $50,000,000: 

Summary 


Total  amount  of  appro¬ 
priations  chargeable  to 
tax  collections,  1936 
through  1951  (col¬ 
umn  5) - 

Net  carriers’  tax  collec¬ 
tions,  1936  through  1951 
(column  6) - 


$4,  395,201,269.  13 
4,  344,  735,  677.  72 


Difference _  50,465,591.44 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  for  that  information.  I  should  like 
to  ask  one  further  question.  I  notice 
that  the  bill  still  calls  for  an  appropria¬ 
tion  of  £91,000,000  more  than  the  appro¬ 
priation  for  1951.  Unquestionably  this 
Is  a  domestic  agency.  If  every  domestic 
agency  is  to  have  its  appropriations  in- 
creased  this  year,  and  in  addition  we 
have  our  military  appropriations,  fiom 
what  source  is  there  going  to  be  any  econ¬ 
omy  in  the  Government?  Just  why 
should  it  cost  $91,000,000  more  to  oper¬ 
ate  this  civilian  agency? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  This  is  another  year. 
Conditions  are  different  than  they  were 
in  fiscal  year  1951.  During  the  past  12 
months,  or  since  the  fiscal  year  1951 
started,  conditions  have  arisen  which 
were  unknown  at  that  particular  time. 
Irrespective  of  the  merits  of  the  ques¬ 
tion,  we  are  in  an  emergency,  and  Con¬ 
gress  has  taken  certain  legislative  steps 
in  order  to  meet  the  situation.  Of  ne¬ 
cessity,  the  Government  load  has  in¬ 
creased.  That  is  the  reason,  in  this  par¬ 
ticular  instance,  why  there  is  an  in¬ 
crease  in  the  appropriation. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  It  is  true  that  cer¬ 
tain  new  agencies  have  been  created  dur¬ 
ing  the  emergency,  but - 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  As  I  understood,  the 
question  was  in  general  terms.  So  far 

as  it  applies  to  this  particular  bill - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  was  not  asking  for 
a  specific  breakdown  at  this  time;  I  am 
referring  to  the  increase. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No;  but  let  me  point 
out  the  situation  so  far  as  this  particu¬ 
lar  bill  is  concerned,  because  that  is  what 
we  are  dealing  with  at  the  moment.  I 
am  proud  of  the  effort  of  the  committee 


to  make  reductions.  Let  me  read  the 
following  general  statement  from  page  3 
of  the  report: 

The  committee  recommends  a  total  of 
$2,528,338,831,  a  reduction  of  $112,867,530 
under  the  House  allowance,  and  $215,914,929 
under  the  1952  budget  estimates,  but  $91,- 
146,767  more  than  the  1951  appropriations. 
The  substantial  increase  over  the  1951  ap¬ 
propriations  results  partially  from  the  aban¬ 
donment  of  contract  authority — there  was 
provided  $100,000,000  in  contractual  obli- 
gational  authority  for  the  hospital  and  school 
construction  programs  during  the  current 
fiscal  year  but  for  which  fiscal  year  1952 
new  obligational  authority  in  the  form  of 
cash  is  provided.  Another  major  factor  in 
the  increase  is  the  additional  allowance  for 
payment  to  the  railroad  retirement  account, 
$124,529,485  more  than  the  1951  appropri¬ 
ation,  but  with  respect  to  which  the  Con¬ 
gress  has  little  effective  control,  the  appro¬ 
priation  being  the  estimated  net  tax  collec¬ 
tions  under  the  Railroad  Retirement  Tax 
Act,  adjusted  for  prior  payments. 

That  was  the  reason  for  the  increase. 
However,  notwithstanding  the  increase 
in  this  particular  item,  as  a  whole,  as 
compared  with  what  the  budget  con¬ 
tained,  and  what  the  House  allowed  the 
bill,  as  reported  by  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  is  still  $112,000,000  lower  than 
the  House  figure. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  feel  sure  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  will  agree 
with  me  that  we  must  cut  much  deeper 
than  3  or  4  percent  below  the  estimates 
if  we  are  to  balance  the  budget  or  come 
anywhere  near  it.  We  must  make  most 
of  the  cuts  in  the  civilian  departments 
of  the  Government. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  is  correct.  However,  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  has  his  own 
views  as  to  a  complaint  about  a  $40,000 
item  in  the  Department  of  Labor  when 
we  are  appropriating  billions  of  dollars. 

I  have  my  own  views  on  that  question, 
which  I  shall  express  at  the  appropriate 
time,  when  appropriations  for  particu¬ 
lar  agencies  are  reached. 

My  individual  opinion  is  that  some  of 
the  so-called  foreign  aid  could  be  cur¬ 
tailed  to  a  great  extent.  I  wish  we  had 
a  little  more  money  for  our  hospitals.  I 
wish  we  had  a  little  more  money  for 
flood  protection.  In  my  judgment,  a 
flood  is  just  as  devastating,  if  not  more 
so,  and  does  just  as  much  damage  in 
the  Missouri  or  Mississippi  or  Hudson 
River  Valleys,  or  in  New  Mexico,  as  does 
a  flood  which  occurs  in  Europe.  At 
least  I  am  more  concerned  about  it,  any¬ 
way.  I  think  we  owe  just  as  much  of 
an  obligation  to  our  own  people  as  we 
do  to  the  people  of  Europe.  So  I  be¬ 
lieve  we  could  reduce  some  of  the  ap¬ 
propriations  for  foreign  aid,  and  pos¬ 
sibly  carry  out  the  purpose  which  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  has  in  mind. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Does  the  Senator 
have '  available  the  number  of  civilian 
employees  in  the  various  agencies  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  this  bill,  as  compared  with 
the  number  of  employees  for  the  past  2 
or  3  years.  I  ask  for  this  in  order  that 
we  may  see  whether  or  not  the  agen¬ 
cies  are  reducing  the  number  of  their 
employees,  as  they  should  be  doing? 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  We  have  the  informa¬ 
tion,  and  I  will  furnish  it  to  the  Senator. 
It  so  happens  that  it  does  not  appear  in 
the  hearings,  but  we  have  it.  We  re¬ 
quired  that  information  of  the  agencies. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Am  I  to  understand, 
it  will  be  available  before  the  bill  is 
passed? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes.  I  will  furnish  it  to 
the  Senator  during  the  afternoon. 

Mr.  President,  in  view  of  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement,  I  believe  that 
the  Senate  would  be  justified  in  adopt¬ 
ing  the  committee  amendments  en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hen¬ 
nings  in  the  chair) .  Is  there  objection? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  roll  was  called,  and  the  following 


Senators  answered  to  their  names : 

Aiken 

Hendrickson 

Millikln 

Anderson 

Hennings 

Monroney 

Bennett 

H  ckenlooper 

Moody 

Benton 

Hill 

Morse 

Brewster 

Hoey 

Mundt 

Brioker 

Holland 

Neely 

Bridges 

Hunt 

Nixon 

Butler,  Md. 

Ives 

O’Conor 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Jenner 

O’Mahoney 

Byrd 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Pastore 

Cain 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Robertson 

Capehart 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Russell 

Carlson 

Kefauver 

Saltonstall 

Chavez 

Kem 

Schoeppel 

Clements 

Kerr 

Smathers 

Connally 

Kilgore 

Smith,  Maine 

Cordon 

Know:  and 

Sparkman 

Dtrksen 

Langer 

Stennis 

Douglas 

Lehman 

Taft 

Duff 

Lodge 

Thye 

Dworshak 

Long 

Tobey 

Eastland 

Magnuson 

Underwood 

Ecton 

Malone 

Watkins 

Ellender 

Maybank 

Welker 

Ferguson 

McCarran 

Wherry 

Flanders 

McCarthy 

Wiley 

Frear 

McClellan 

■Williams 

George 

McFarland 

Young 

Green 

McKellar 

Hayden 

McMahon 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present. 

message  from  the  house 

\  A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Snader,  its  assistant 
reading  clerk,  announced  that  the  House 
had' -agreed  to  the  report  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  1)  to 
provide  fqr  the  common  defense  and  se¬ 
curity  of  the  United  States  and  to  permit 
the  more  effective  utilization  of  man¬ 
power  resources  of  the  United  States  by 
authorizing  universal  military  training 
and  service,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  agreed  to  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  652)  for  the 
relief  of  the  estate  of  Mattie  Mashaw. 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  House  had  agreed  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  2918)  for 
the  relief  of  Peter  E.  Kolesnik  off. 
SENATOR  WATKINS’  FIGHT  FOR  REVISION 
OF  THE  ITALIAN  PEACE  TREATY 

Mr  KEM.  Mr.  President,  the  senior 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Watkins]  de¬ 
serves  special  commendation  for  the 
fight  he  has  been  carrying  on  for  revision 
of  the  Italian  Peace  Treaty  of  1947. 

When  the  Italian  Peace  Treaty  was 
brought  before  the  Senate  for  ratifica- 
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tip n,  the  Senator  from  Utah  argued  that 
thp  treaty  would  render  Italy  militarily 
heiress  in  the  face  of  Communist  ag¬ 
gression  and.  would  deny  her  the  means 
of  self-preservation.  He  pointed  out  that 
the  reparations  provisions  of  the  treaty 
would  saddle  Italy  with  economic  servi¬ 
tude  and  would  impede  her  recovery.  He 
charged  thatxthe  territorial  and  other 
provisions  of  the  treaty  were  departures 
from  the  annoupced  principles  of  the 
Atlantic  Charter. 

That  was  some  4  years  ago.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Utah  has  sever  let  up  in  his 
fight  for  revision  of  the  Italian  Peace 
Treaty.  His  most  recentactivity  is  illus¬ 
trated  by  a  clipping  I  na,ve  before  me 
from  the  May  31,  1951,  issUe  of  the  New 
York  Times.  It  is  a  published  letter  to 
the  editor  in  which  the  Senator  from 
Utah  restates  the  need  for  revision  of  the 
Italian  Peace  Treaty.  I  request  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  his  letter  and  thh  edi¬ 
torial  to  which  it  refers  be  inserted  at 
the  conclusion  of  my  remarks  in  th.e 
Record.  \ 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
and  editorial  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

(See  exhibits  A  and  B.) 

Mr.  KEM.  In  April  1951,  when  the 
troops-for-Europe  issue  was  before  the 
Senate,  the  Senator  from  Utah  proposed 
an  amendment  to  Senate  Joint  Resolu¬ 
tion  99  expressing  the  sense  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  that  the  United  States  should  seek  to 
eliminate  the  provisions  of  the  Italian 
Peace  Treaty  which  impose  limitations 
on  the  military  strength  of  Italy  and 
today  prevent  her  from  carrying  her 
proper  share  of  the  burden  for  the  de¬ 
fense  of  Western  Europe.  The  Senate, 
by  a  vote  of  67  to  20,  adopted  that 
amendment. 

The  persistent  campaign  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Utah  for  revision  of  the  Italian 
Peace  Treaty  has  won  him  many  friends 
and  supporters,  especially  among  Ameri¬ 
cans  of  Italian  ancestry.  He  has  re¬ 
ceived  hundreds  of  messages  of  encour¬ 
agement  and  praise  from  all  over  the 
United  States  and  from  abroad.  The 
letters  he  has  received  from  Italy  have 
been  especially  warm  and  enthusiastic. 
The  following  paragraph  from  a  letter 
to  the  Senator  from  Utah  from  Ambrogio 
Ranzini,  of  Italy’s  National  Ex-Service-/ 
men’s  and  Veterans’  Association,  illus¬ 
trates  how  Italians  feel  about  the 
Senator: 

Excellency,  for  your  defense  of  Italy  and 
your  insistence  on  justice  for  mv/country 
and  because  yours  is  the  voice  qf  a  friend 
overseas,  I,  an  Italian,  want  tpr sxtend  to 
you  my  gratitude.  I  know  t#at  we  have 
humble  but  good  Italians  ovejr  here  who  are 
able  to  do  their  share  in  /bringing  about 
true  peace  in  the  world  afhd  the  triumph 
of  civilization;  men  who  in  their  hearts 
feel  love  for  all  nations,  on  whom  the 
United  States  will  always  be  able  to  count 
as  good  friends,  refi.1  Italians  who  want 
neither  communisns  nor  slavism. 

The  Italian  language  press  in  America 
has  been  equally  enthusiastic  in  its  praise 
of  the  Senator  from  Utah.  One  such 
newspapey  La  Follia  di  New  York,  car¬ 
ried  a  fiynt-page  editorial  in  its  March 
15,  1951' issue  under  the  headline:  “A 
name  that  Italians  must  not  forget — 
Arthur  V.  Watkins,  Republican  Senator 
of  Utah.” 


The  lead  sentence  of  that  editorial 
said: 

Here  is  a  name  (Arthur  V.  Watkins)  which 
Italy  must  write  with  letters  of  gold  into  the 
annals  of  its  modern  history. 

I  am  proud  to  be  associated  with  the 
Senator  from  Utah  in  his  fight  for  revi¬ 
sion  of  the  Italian  Peace  Treaty.  I  hope 
that  before  many  days  are  out  the  De¬ 
partment  of  State  will  heed  the  will  of 
the  Senate  of  the  United  States  as  shown 
by  its  recent  adoption  of  the  Watkins 
amendment,  and  will  move  for  revision 
of  the  treaty.  Italy  must  be  placed  in  the 
position  so  that  she  can  do  what  she 
wishes  to  do,  that  is,  contribute  her  fair 
share  for  the  defense  of  the  West,  against 
the  world- wide  threat  of  Communism. 

Exhibit  A 

[From  the  New  York  Times  of  May  31,  1951] 
Revising  Italy’s  Treaty — Halt  to  Repara¬ 
tions,  Support  for  Application  for  U.  N. 

Seat  Advocated 

To  the  Editor  of  the  New  York  Times: 

The  editorial  Italy’s  Peace  Treaty,  which 
appeared  in  your  May  22  issue,  was  most 
disappointing.  The  Times  draws  a  distinc¬ 
tion  between  the  preamble  and  the  clauses 
o\the  treaty  and  cautiously  notes  that  “th< 
time  is  doubtless  soon  approaching  w 
Italy  .will  formally  and  officially  apply  to  vuc 
Big  Three  for  revision  of  the  clauses  of  the 
peace  treaty.”  The  concluding  sentence  of 
the  editorial  expresses  the  cautious  h0pe  that 
‘‘when  that,  time  comes  there  should  be  no 
hesitation  in  agreeing  to  the  proppsal.” 

On  April  2,  by  a  vote  of  fi/to  20,  the 
United  States  Senate  adopted' the  Watkins 
amendment  to  Senate  Resolution  99,  express¬ 
ing  «<»  *  •  the  "sense  of^the  Senate  that 

the  United  States  should/ seek  to  eliminate 
all  provisions  of  the  q&isting  treaty  with 
Italy  which  impose  limitations  upon  the 
military  strength  of/italy  and  prevent  the 
performance  by  Italy  of  her  obligations 
under  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  to  contri¬ 
bute  to  the  ful/extent  of  her  capacity  to 
the  defense  of/  Western  Europe.”  In  view 
of  this  expression  of  the  viewpoint  of  the 
United  States  Senate,  the  initiative  for  re¬ 
vision  of  the  Italian  peace  treaty,  should 
have  beep  taken  by  the  Department  of  State 
some  weeks  ago.  To  date,  nothing  has  been 
done.  ‘ 


fan 
rely 
Italy 
aking 
history 


The  Times  editorial  of  May  22  finds 
“*  *  *  hard  to  see  the  necessity 

‘abolishing’  the  preamble  of  the  Ita] 
peace  treaty,”  inasmuch  as  it 
"*  *  *  states  the  historic  fact  tl 

Joined  with  Germany  and  Japan  in 
war  on  the  Allies”  and  “*  *  */ 

cannot  be  rewritten  or  expungejr  from  the 
records.” 

allies’  pledge 

It  should  be  pointed  out  thdt  the  preamble 
of  the  Italian  peace  treaty  does  more  than 
state  a  few  facts  of  recent  history.  It  is  in 
the  preamble  that  the  Allied  and  associated 
Powers  specifically  promised  “*  *  *  to 

support  Italy’s  application  to  become  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  United  Rations.  *  *  *”  It  is 

significant  to  not/  that  that  pledge,  which 
was  solemnly  subscribed  to  4  years  ago,  has 
been  openly  repudiated  by  one  of  the  signa¬ 
tories,  Soviet.Russia,  through  the  repeated 
( four  times)- use  of  the  veto  power  to  block 
Italy’s  request  for  admission  to  the  United 
Nations. 

The  effort  of  the  other  signatories  to  bring 
about  •fulfillment  of  the  pledge  have  not  been 
so  marked  by  determination  and  vigor  as  to 
inspire  spontaneous  widespread  belief  in 
their  sincerity. 

It  occurs  to  me  that  the  United  States 
/  should  open  its  eyes  to  reality  in  respect  to 
the  Italian  peace  treaty.  The  treaty  has  been 
repudiated  and  nullified  by  Russia.  It  should 
be  denounced  by  the  United  States.  The 
very  least  we  can  do  is  press  for  its  revision. 

Arthur  V.  Watkins, 

United  States  Senator  from  Utah. 
Washington,  May  28,  1951. 


Npiv  comes  the  New  York  Times  to  suggest 
"‘the  time  is  doubtless  soon  approach¬ 
ing”  for  Italy  formally  and  officially  to 
/apply”  for  revision  of  the  clauses  of  the 
/  peace  treaty. 

PAYMENTS  TO  RUSSIA 

The  Times  contends  that  the  proposal  for 
the  discontinuance  of  Italian  reparations  to 
Russia  pursuant  to  the  requirements  of  the 
Italian  peace  treaty  poses  a  problem  which 
“*  *  *  is  delicate  and  complicated  and 

will  need  study”  because  it  “*  *  *  im¬ 

pinges  on  the  whole  vast  problem  of  repara¬ 
tions,  not  only  to  Russia  but  to  other  allies 
and  not  only  of  Italy  but  of  Germany  and 
Austria.” 

In  my  view,  Italy,  Germany  and  Austria 
cannot  be  expected  to  make  an  effective  con¬ 
tribution  to  the  economic,  political  and  mili¬ 
tary  strengthening  of  Western  Europe  so 
long  as  they  are  compelled  to  pay  tribute  to 
Russia  or  any  of  the  other  military  victors 
of  the  Second  World  War.  Continued  in¬ 
sistence  on  the  letter  of  the  post-war 
punishments  which  were  visited  upon  war- 
torn  and  devastated  “losers”  in  the  Second 
World  War  is  contradictory  of  all  efforts  to 
bring  those  nations  back  into  the  European 
family  and  into  the  United  Nations.  Thus, 
there  should  be  little  hesitation  in  rejecting 
the  nervous  note  of  caution  voiced  by  the 
Times  in  respect  to  the  “problem”  of  repara¬ 
tions. 


Exhibit  B 

[From  the  New  York  Times  of  May  22,  1951] 

ITALY’S  PEACE  TREATY 

Count  Sforza  has  again  proposed  that  the 
.  Italian  Peace  Treaty  be  revised.  The  timing 
of  this  request  a  week  before  the  crucial 
municipal  elections  was  doubtless  calculated. 
At  the  height  of  the  electoral  campaign  in 
the  spring  of  1948,  a  judicious  declaration 
by  the  United  States,  Britain,  and  France 
favoring  the  return  of  Trieste  to  Italy  un¬ 
doubtedly  gained  votes  for  the  anti-Commu- 
nist  side.  This  time  the  same  countries  are 
unfortunately  prevented  from  expressing  an 
opinion  by  the  agenda  talks  now  fruitlessly 
taking  place  among  the  Big  Four  in  Paris. 
The  United  States,  for  instance,  cannot  on 
the  one  hand  fight  to  get  the  Russian  satel¬ 
lites  to  observe  their  peace  treaties  and  on 
the  other  destroy  the  terms  of  the  Italian 
Peace  Treaty. 

However,  this  is  a  technicality  that  one 
hopes  will  soon  be  removed.  The  satellites, 
with  Russian  incitement  and  help,  have 
armed  far  beyond  the  limits  set  in  their 
treaties.  To  force  Italy  to  keep  within  the 
limits  prescribed  in  her  own  treaty  is  dan¬ 
gerous  folly.  Treaties  cannot  be  violated  by 
one  side  and  made  sacred  and  binding  on 
the  other.  It  Is  not  that  any  number  of 
wrongs  make  a  right  but  that  international 
relations  must  live  up  to  certain  accepted 
norms.  When  the  basis  for  such  relations  is 
broken  the  superstructure  cannot  be  held 
up. 

The  point  that  Count  Sforza  makes  about 
Italy  being  forced  to  supply  Russia  with 
war  materials  as  reparations  at  a  time  when 
the  west  is  trying  to  embargo  such  goods 
is  well  taken.  However,  it  impinges  on  the 
whole  vast  problem  of  reparations,  not  only 
to  Russia  but  to  other  allies  and  not  only 
of  Italy  but  of  Germany  and  Austria.  The 
problem  is  delicate  and  complicated  and  will 
need  study.  In  addition,  it  is  hard  to  see 
the  necessity  for  abolishing  the  preamble 
of  the  peace  treaty,  as  Premier  de  Gasperl 
recently  suggested.  It  states  the  historic 
fact  that  Italy  joined  with  Germany  and 
Japan  in  making  war  on  the  allies.  With  all 
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(Sue  respects  to  the  Russians,  who  are  past 
masters  at  the  art,  history  cannot  be  re¬ 
written  or  expunged  from  the  records. 

The  time  is  doubtless  soon  approaching 
when  Italy  will  formgJUy  and  officially  apply 
to  the  Big  Thr.ee'for  the  revision  of  the 
clauses  of  the  peace  treaty.  When  that  time 
comes, there  should  be  no  hesitation  in  agree¬ 
ing  to  the  proposal. 

LABOR-FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1952 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  3709)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Labor, 
the  Federal  Security  'Agency,  and  re¬ 
lated  independent  agencies,  for  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  1  de¬ 
sire  to  make  a  brief  observation  before 
we  proceed.  Under  the  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  agreement,  nothing  can  be  done 
until  tomorrow;  or,  stating  it  in  other 
language,  anything  which  is  done  today 
can  be  undone  tomorrow.  That  being 
the  case,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  committee  amendments  be  agreed 
to  en  bloc,  except  those  in  controversy, 
and  except  the  amendments  which  are 
to  be  offered  from  the  floor,  as  to  which 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  has 
given  proper  notice  of  motions  to  sus¬ 
pend  the  rules,  to  enable  those  amend¬ 
ments  to  be  offered. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object — and  I  do  not  intend  to  ob¬ 
ject,  as  I  understand  the  request — let  me 
say  that  the  Senator  from  Michigan,  for 
himself  and  other  Senators,  will  offer 
an  amendment.  In  order  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  may  know  what  it  is,  I  shall  read 
it: 

On  page  42,  lines  15  and  16,  insert  a  new 
section  as  follows: 

“Sec.  703.  Each  appropriation  or  authori¬ 
zation  made  by  this  act  for  any  purpose,  of 
which  a  specified  portion  is  herein  made 
available  for  personal  services,  and  each 
amount  so  specified  as  being  available  for 
personal  services,  is  hereby  reduced  by  an 
amount  equal  to  5  percent  of  the  amount 
requested  for  personal  services  for  such  pur¬ 
pose  in  budget  estimates  heretofore  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  for  the  fiscal  year 
1952.” 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  think  I  understand 
the  purposes  of  the  amendment,  and 
what  the  amendment  is  designed  to  ac¬ 
complish.  I  have  no  objection  to  having 
it  discussed,  either  this  afternoon  or  to¬ 
morrow,  in  order  that  proceedings  on 
the  bill  may  be  expedited.  I  presume 
that  the  amendments  which  are  to  be 
submitted  tomorrow  will  not  affect  the 
entire  bill,  and  that  we  could  at  least 
get  through  with  certain  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendments,  and  then,  if  any 
Senator  wanted  to  amend  any  part  of 
the  bill,  that  could  enter  into  the  pic¬ 
ture.  That  is  my  reason  for  making  the 
unanimous -consent  request  at  this  time. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Maryland. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Does  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  designate 
amendment  “A”  as  a  controversial 
amendment? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes.  Let  me  tell  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  as  to  that.  I 


shall  have  to  move  to  suspend  the  rules 
in  older  to  offer  that  amendment,  be¬ 
cause  it  proposes  basic  legislation.  It 
will  not  come  up  until  the  other  com¬ 
mittee  amendments  shall  have  been 
adopted. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  I  thank 
the  Senator. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  believe  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Maryland  will  possibly  agree 
to  vote  to  suspend  the  rules,  because  it 
is  very  necessary  that  the  amendment 
be  adopted  in  order  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  the  Wherry  Act  so  far  as 
the  institution  referred  to  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  concerned. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  com¬ 
mittee  amendments,  with  the  exception 
of  the  so-called  Cordon  amendment  and 
the  amendments  lettered  “A”  and  “B,” 
as  to  which  I  have  given  notice  of  mo¬ 
tions  to  suspend  the  rules,  be  adopted 
en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  I  take  it  that, 
as  a  consequence  of  the  unanimous- 
consent  request  of  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico,  we  would  under  his  proposal 
adopt  all  noncontroversial  committee 
amendments  and  then,  tomorrow,  con¬ 
sider  such  committee  amendments  as 
may  be  objected  to  and  amendments 
formulated  and  offered  from  the  floor, 
including  amendments  to  the  appropria¬ 
tions  made  by  the  House.  Is  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
The  only  thing  which  will  be  accom¬ 
plished,  in  the  event  my  request  is 
granted,  is  that  as  to  amendments  which 
are  not  objected  to,  and  which  are  not 
intended  to  be  amended,  we  will  not  be 
required  to  go  through  this  same  process 
again  tomorrow. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  consequence 
would  be  that  we  would  not  be  able  to 
discuss  the  budget  this  afternoon,  or  be 
able  to  act  on  the  budget  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  want  the  Senator  to 
discuss  it  this  afternoon,  if  he  desires, 
and  I  would  have  no  objection  if  he 
would  propose  a  modification  to  my  re¬ 
quest,  or  would  care  to  have  me  modify 
it,  so  that  the  discussion  of  the  bill  and 
the  budget  figures,  or  whatever  the  Sen¬ 
ator  may  have  in  mind  with  reference 
to  the  bill,  could  proceed  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  it  the  intention  of 
the  Senator  to  carry  on  tomorrow  and 
push  for  final  passage  tomorrow? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Not  necessarily.  It 
would  be  my  hope  that  we  could  reach  a 
final  vote  tomorrow;  but  it  is  not  my 
intention  to  press  for  a  vote  until  every 
Senator  interested  has  had  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  have  his  say.  But  I  think 
agreement  to  my  request  would  expedite 
matters  and  would  actually  save  time 
which  might  otherwise  be  consumed  in 
going  over  the  same  amendments  which 
we  could  take  up  now,  provided  there 
is  no  objection  to  them,  and  tomorrow 
we  could,  if  desired,  even  return  to  such 
amendments;  otherwise,  their  considera¬ 
tion  will  have  been  completed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico? 


Mr.  LEHMAN.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  I  am  concerned  about  one  phase 
of  the  request.  I  think  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  and  my  other  colleagues 
realize  that  I  am  as  anxious  as  anyone 
on  this  floor' to  have  legislation  expe¬ 
dited.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  frankly 
have  been  very  critical  of  delays  on  the 
part  of  the  Congress  in  enacting  certain 
legislation,  so  that  my  very  deep  interest 
is  in  getting  important  legislation  en¬ 
acted  as  promptly  as  possible.  Never¬ 
theless,  it  seems  to  me  that  as  to  a  bill 
so  important  as  is  this  one,  going  into 
many  phases  of  our  national  life,  there 
should  be  a  reasonable  amount  of  time 
given  for  the  consideration  of  the  report 
and  the  bill,  and  for  discussion. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  may  say  to  my  good 
friend  from  New  York  an  agreement  has 
already  been  reached  as  to  time  for  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill.  All  I  now  ask  is 
that  in  order  not  to  waste  time  tomor¬ 
row  with  amendments  of  the  type  re¬ 
ferred  to  by  the  Senator,  the  Senate 
proceed  under  the  unanimous -consent 
agreement  which  has  been  arrived  at. 
We  have  not  agreed  on  any  particular 
time  to  vote. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  If  I  may  continue  my 
thought  for  a  moment,  I  am  very  much 
interested  in  some  of  the  items  in  the 
bill.  My  present  tendency  is  to  consider 
submitting  amendments  which  might 
even  increase  the  appropriation  for  cer¬ 
tain  health  measures  and  other  measures 
which  I  think  are  of  great  interest. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  My  request  will  not 
prevent  the  Senator  from  submitting 
amendments. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  do  not  desire  to  sub¬ 
mit  any  unless  I  have  substantiating 
data  and  evidence  which  would  justify 
them.  I  am  in  receipt  of  telephone  calls 
and  have  had  visits  from  persons  deeply 
interested  in  the  treatment  of  cancer, 
in  hospitals,  and  in  various  other  health 
activities.  I  do  not  wish  to  submit 
amendments  unless  I  have  the  facts. 
On  the  other  hand,  I  do  not  want  to 
fail  in  my  duty  toward  the  people  and 
toward  sound  activities.  I  do  not  intend 
to  object  to  the  request,  but  I  believe  we 
should  have  time  to  consider  the  report 
and  the  bill  carefully,  to  listen  to  the 
debate,  and  to  hear  from  some  of  our 
constituents. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  the  reason 
why  I  agreed  to  the  unanimous-consent 
request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico?  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  it  is  so  ordered,  and  the  non¬ 
controversial  committee  amendments 
are  agreed  to  en  bloc. 

The  committee  amendments,  agreed 
to  en  bloc,  are  as  follows: 

Under  the  heading  “Title  I — Department 
of  Labor — Office  of  the  Secretary,”  on  page 
2,  line  13,  after  the  word  “public,”  to  strike 
out  “$1,425,000”  and  insert  “$1,400,000,  of 
which  not  more  than  $1,250,136  shall  be 
available  for  personal  services.” 

In  line  16,  after  the  word  “Solicitor,”  to 
strike  out  “$1,650,000”  and  insert  “$1,669,- 
445,  of  which  not  more  than  $1,530,546  shall 
be  available  for  personal  services.” 

On  page  3,  line  10,  after  the  figures  “$688,- 
000,”  to  insert  “of  which  not  more  than 
$604,870  shall  be  available  for  personal 
services.” 
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In  line  23,  after  the  word  "Marine”,  to 
strike  out  "$277,000”  and  insert  "$265,758,  of 
which  not  more  than  $213,603  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  personal  services.” 

Under  the  subhead  "Bureau  of  Apprentice¬ 
ship,”  on  page  4,  line  5,  after  "(29  U.  S.  C. 
50)”,  to  strike  out  “$2,692,000”  and  insert 
"$2,578,682,  of  which  not  more  than  $2,153,- 
049  shall  be  available  for  personal  services.’* 

Under  the  subhead  "Bureau  of  Employ¬ 
ment  Security,”  on  page  4,  line  20,  after 
"(5  U.  S.  C.  55a)”,  to  strike  out  “$4,635,500” 
and  insert  “$5,245,959”;  in  the  same  line, 
after  the  word  "which”,  to  strike  out  “$743,- 
500”  and  insert  "$1,513,765”;  and  In  line  23, 
after  the  numerals  "1944”,  to  insert  "and 
of  which  not  more  than  $4,351,773  shall  be 
available  for  personal  services.” 

On  page  5,  line  11,  after  the  word  “Colum¬ 
bia”,  to  strike  out  "$165,560,000”  and  insert 
"$164,560,000,  of  which  not  more  than  $647,- 
037  shall  be  available  for  personal  services, 
and”;  and  in  line  13,  after  the  word  “which”, 
to  strike  out  “$6,000,000”  and  insert  “$5,- 
000,000.” 

Under  the  subhead  “Bureau  of  Employees* 
Compensation,”  on  page  7,  line  19,  after  the 
word  “Appeals”,  to  strike  out  “1,947,000”  and 
insert  "$1,887,816,  of  which  not  more  than 
$1,618,499  shall  be  available  for  personal 
services.” 

Under  the  subhead  “Bureau  of  Labor  Sta¬ 
tistics,”  on  page  9,  line  7,  after  “(5  U.  S.  C. 
55a)”,  to  strike  out  “$5,243,000”  and  insert 
“$5,371,352,  of  which  not  more  than  $4,530,- 
755  shall  be  available  for  personal  services.” 

In  line  16,  after  “(5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ”,  to  strike 
out  “$1,000,000”  and  insert  "$1,125,000,  of 
which  not  more  than  $991,323  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  personal  services.” 

Under  the  subhead  “Women’s  Bureau,”  on 
page  9,  line  22,  after  the  word  “exhibits”, 
to  strike  out  “$389,000”  and  insert  “379,285, 
of  which  not  more  than  $317,581  shall  be 
available  for  personal  services.” 

Under  the  subhead  “Wage  and  Hour  Divi¬ 
sion,”  on  page  10,  line  11,  after  the  word 
“Division”,  to  strike  out  “$8,000,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  “$8,365,304,  of  which  not  more  than 
$7,119,227  shall  be  available  for  personal 
services.” 

Under  the  heading  "Title  II — Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency — Columbia  Institution  for  the 
Deaf,”  on  page  11,  line  13,  after  the  word 
“improvements”,  to  strike  out  “$390,000” 
and  insert  “$374,537,  of  which  not  more  than 
$293,805  shall  be  available  for  personal 
services.” 

Under  the  subhead  "Food  and  Drug  Ad¬ 
ministration,”  on  page  12,  line  7,  after  the 
word  “operations”,  to  strike  out  “$5,345,000” 
and  insert  “$5,172,975,  of  which  not  more 
than  $4,218,475  shall  be  available  for  personal 
services.” 

Under  the  subhead  “Freedmen’s  Hospital,’* 
on  page  13,  line  8,  after  the  word  "univer¬ 
sity”,  to  strike  out  “$2,906,500”  and  insert 
“$2,631,500,  of  which  not  more  than  $2,053,- 
786  shall  be  available  for  personal  services.” 

Under  the  subhead  "Howard  University,” 
on  page  13,  line  18,  after  the  word 
“grounds”,  to  strike  out  “$2,525,000”  and 
insert  “$2,415,084.” 

Under  the  subhead  “Office  of  Education,” 
on  page  14,  line  20,  after  “(Public  Law  462)”, 
to  strike  out  “$18,223,261”  and  insert  “$20,- 
017,760”;  in  line  23,  after  the  word  “exceed”, 
to  strike  out  “$18,048,261”  and  Insert 
“$19,847,760”;  and  in  the  same  line,  after 
the  word  “year”,  to  strike  out  the  colon  and 
“Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  ap¬ 
propriation  shall  be  available  for  vocational 
education  in  distributive  occupations.” 

On  page  15,  line  20,  after  the  word  "same”, 
to  strike  out  “$3,253,000”  and  insert  “$3,397,- 
706,  of  which  not  more  than  $2,893,577  shall 
be  available  for  personal  services,  and.” 

On  page  16,  line  9,  after  “(Public  Law 
874)”,  to  strike  out  "$28,000,000”  and  insert 
"$40,000,000;  Provided,  That  this  appropria¬ 


tion  shall  also  be  available  for  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  section  6  of  such  act.” 

On  page  16,  after  line  11,  to  strike  out! 
"Grants  for  school  construction:  For 
grants  for  emergency  school  construction  to 
school  districts  in  federally  affected  areas  as 
authorized  by  the  act  of  September  23,  1950 
(Public  Law  815),  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  $75,000,000,  of  which  $25,000,000  is 
for  payment  of  obligations  Incurred  under 
authority  provided  under  this  head  in  the 
Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1951:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  no  portion  of  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  for  reimbursement  pay¬ 
ments  under  section  205  (c)  (1)  of  such  act 
with  respect  to  school  facilities  completed 
before  July  1,  1951:  Provided  further,  That 
in  determining  relative  urgency  of  need  for 
purposes  of  prescribing,  under  section  206 
(d)  of  such  act,  the  order  in  which  certifica¬ 
tions  for  payments  from  this  appropriation 
shall  be  made  (other  than  payments  in 
liquidation  of  contractual  obligations  in¬ 
curred  prior  to  July  1,  1951),  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  shall  give  special  consideration  to  the 
extent  to  which  the  school  facilities  are 
needed  in  the  interests  of  national  defense.” 
On  page  17,  after  line  5,  insert: 

“school  construction 
“For  providing  school  facilities  and  for 
grants  to  local  educational  agencies  in  fed¬ 
erally  affected  areas,  as  authorized  by  title  II 
of  the  act  of  September  23,  1950  (Public 
Law  815),  to  remain  available  until  ex¬ 
pended,  $75,000,000,  of  which  $25,000,000  is 
for  payment  of  obligations  incurred  under 
authority  granted  for  the  foregoing  purpose 
in  the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act, 
1951/' 

Under  the  subhead  “Office  of  Vocational 
Rehabilitational,”  on  page  17,  line  24,  after 
the  word  “agency”,  to  strike  out  “$20,475,000” 
and  insert  “$21,500,000,  of  which  not  more 
than  $87,346  shall  be  available  for  personal 
services,  and.” 

On  page  19,  line  2,  after  the  word  “films”, 
to  strike  out  “$705,000”  and  insert  "$675,620, 
of  which  not  more  than  $558,220  shall  be 
available  for  personal  services.” 

Under  the  subhead  “Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice,”  on  page  20,  line  6,  after  the  word  “ex¬ 
ceed”,  to  strike  out  “fifteen”  and  insert 
twenty  ;  and  in  line  13,  after  the  word  “de¬ 
termine”,  to  strike  out  “$11,700,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  "$11,653,360,  of  which  not  more  than 
$2,786,157  shall  be  available  for  personal 
services.” 

On  page  20,  line  17,  after  the  word  "act”, 
to  strike  out  "$8,745,000”  and  insert  “$8,887,- 
351,  of  which  not  more  than  $2,140,323  shall 
be  available  for  personal  services.” 

On  page  21,  line  3,  after  the  figures  “$15,- 
960,000”,  to  insert  “of  which  not  more  than 
$1,900,944  shall  be  available  for  personal 
services.” 

On  page  21,  line  11,  after  the  word  “ex¬ 
ceed”,  to  strike  out  “twenty”  and  insert 
"thirty”;  and  in  line  13,  after  the  word  “air¬ 
craft”,  to  strike  out  “$6,090,000”  and  insert 
“$5,915,747,  of  which  not  more  than  $4,450,- 
816  shall  be  available  for  personal  services!” 

On  page  22,  line  1,  after  the  word  “only” 
to  strike  out  “$3,710,000”  and  insert  “$3,648,- 
158,  of  which  not  more  than  $2,885,004  shall 
be  available  for  personal  services.” 

On  page  22,  line  19,  after  the  word  “air¬ 
craft”,  to  strike  out  “$1,234,000”  and  insert 
‘‘$1,211,129,  of  which  not  more  than  $434,547 
shall  be  available  for  personal  services.” 

On  page  23,  line  8,  after  the  word  “ex¬ 
pended”,  to  strike  out  "$175,000,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  “$195,000,000.” 

On  page  23,  in  line  19,  after  the  word 
“only”,  to  strike  out  “$1,195,000”  and  insert 
“$1,166,465,  of  which  not  more  than  $1,- 
017,165  shall  be  available  for  personal  serv¬ 
ices.” 

On  page  24,  line  20,  after  the  word  "only”, 
to  strike  out  “$2,990,000”  and  insert  ”$2,- 


868,029,  of  which  not  more  than  $2,507,458 
shall  be  available  for  personal  services." 

On  page  25,  line  8,  after  the  word  “com¬ 
pounds”,  to  strike  out  “$15,500,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  "$15,559,973,  of  which  not  more  than 
$4,560,505  shall  be  available  for  personal 
services.” 

On  page  25,  line  18,  after  the  word  “exceed”, 
to  strike  out  “four”  and  insert  "six”;  and 
in  line  20,  after  the  word  “act”,  to  strike 
out  “$19,500,000”  and  insert  “$19,805,171,  of 
which  not  more  than  $2,694,760  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  personal  services.” 

On  page  26,  line  8,  after  the  word  “dis¬ 
eases”,  to  strike  out  “$10,300,000”  and  insert 
“$10,737,974,  of  which  not  more  than  $1,- 
178,489  shall  be  available  for  personal  serv¬ 
ices.” 

On  page  26,  line  11.  after  the  word  “only”, 
to  strike  out  “$10,000,000”  and  insert  “$10,- 
072,982,  of  which  not  more  than  $1,463,333 
shall  be  available  for  personal  services.” 

On  page  26,  in  line  17,  after  the  word  “con¬ 
ditions”,  to  strike  out  “$1,500,000”  and  insert 
“$1,697,308,  of  which  not  more  than  $1,- 
001,156  shall  be  available  for  personal  serv¬ 
ices.” 

On  page  27,  line  4,  after  the  numerals 
“1950”,  to  strike  out  “$10,400,000”  and  insert 
“$9,445,000,  together  with  $955,000  to  be  de¬ 
rived  by  transfer  from  funds  provided  for  the 
construction  of  additional  auxiliary  struc¬ 
tures  under  this  head  in  the  Federal  Secu¬ 
rity  Appropriation  Act,  1951.” 

On  page  27,  line  19,  after  the  numerals 
“1951”,  to  strike  out  "$350,000”  and  insert 
“$250,000.” 

On  page  27,  line  22,  after  the  word  “head”, 
to  strike  out  "$6,640,000”  and  insert  “$6,- 
635,540,  of  which  not  more  than  $84,740  shall 
be  available  for  personal  services.” 

On  page  28,  line  9,  after  the  word  “officers”, 
to  strike  out  “$1,790,000”  and  insert  “$1,861,- 
500,  of  which  not  more  than  $731,500  shall  be 
available  for  personal  services.” 

On  page  29,  line  2,  after  the  word  “only”, 
to  strike  out  “$2,850,000”  and  insert  “$2,745,- 
868,  of  which  not  more  than  $2,320,514  shall 
be  available  for  personal  services.” 

Under  the  subhead  “Social  Security  Ad¬ 
ministration,”  on  page  29,  line  23,  after  the 
word  “unions”,  to  strike  out  “$175,000”  and 
insert  “167,650”;  and  on  page  30,  line  1, 
after  the  word  “law”,  to  insert  “of  which  total 
sum  not  more  than  $614,650  shall  be  available 
for  personal  services.” 

On  page  30,  line  7,  after  the  word  “than”, 
to  strike  out  “$58,000,000”  and  insert  “$57,- 
437,980”;  and  in  line  9,  after  the  word  “fund”, 
to  insert  “of  which  not  more  than  $48,697,- 
878  shall  be  available  for  personal  services.” 

On  page  30,  line  24,  after  “64  Stat.  477)”, 
to  strike  out  “$1,250,000,000”  and  insert 
“$1,150,000,000.” 

On  page  31,  line  5,  after  the  word  “Assist¬ 
ance”,  to  strike  out  "$1,463,400”  and  insert 
"$1,600,000,  of  which  not  more  than  $1,455,- 
400  shall  be  available  for  personal  services.” 

One  page  31,  line  12,  after  the  word  “dis¬ 
tribution”,  to  strike  out  “$1,450,000”  and 
insert  “$1,500,000,  of  which  not  more  than 
$1,238,900  shall  be  available  for  personal 
services.” 

On  page  32,  line  6,  after  "(42  U.  S.  C.,  ch. 
7,  subch.  V)”,  to  strike  out  “$30,000,000”  and 
insert  “$33,000,000”;  and  in  line  10,  after  the 
word  “State”,  to  strike  out  the  colon  and  the 
following  additional  proviso:  “Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  al¬ 
lotted  on  a  pro  rata  basis  among  the  several 
States  in  proportion  to  the  amounts  to  which 
the  respective  States  are  entitled  for  the  cur¬ 
rent  fiscal  year  by  reason  of  section  331  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  Amendments  of 
1950.” 

On  page  32,  line  18,  after  the  word  “Secu¬ 
rity”,  to  strike  out  “$219,700”  and  insert 
"$200,000”;  and  in  line  19,  after  the  word 
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“exceed”,  to  strike  out  “$110,300”  and  insert 
“$100,000." 

Under  the  subhead  "Office  of  the  Admin¬ 
istrator,”  on  page  33,  line  IS,  after  the  word 
"Administrator”,  to  strike  out  "$2,050,000” 
and  insert  “$2,150,000”;  and  in  line  16,  after 
the  word  “exceed",  to  strike  out  “$403,000” 
and  insert  “$413,000.” 

On  page  34,  line  4,  after  the  word  “fund”, 
to  insert  “of  which  total  sum  not  more  than 
$402,045  shall  be  available  for  personal 
services.” 

On  page  34,  line  12,  after  the  word  “Coun¬ 
sel”,  to  strike  out  “$412,000”  and  insert 
“$396,478.” 

On  page  34,  line  22,  after  the  word 
“health”,  to  strike  out  “$100,000”  and  insert 
“$75,000.” 

Under  the  heading  “Title  III — National 
Labor  Relations  Board,”  on  page  36,  line  15, 
after  “(5  U.  S.  C.  55a)”,  to  strike  out  “$8,- 
000,000”  and  insert  “$8,233,959,  of  which  not 
more  than  $6,622,284  shall  be  available  for 
personal  services.” 

Under  the  heading  “Title  IV— National 
Mediation  Board,”  on  page  37,  line  7,  after 
“(5  U.  S.  C.  55a)”,  to  strike  out  “$400,000” 
and  insert  “$394,247,  of  which  not  more  than 
$299,307  shall  be  available  for  personal  serv- 
ices.” 

On  page  37,  line  15,  after  “(5U.  S.  C.  55a)”, 
to  strike  out  “$150,000”  and  insert  “$144,000, 
of  which  not  more  than  $114,000  shall  be 
available  for  personal  services.” 

Under  the  subhead  “National  Railroad 
Adjustment  Board,”  on  page  37,  line  22,  after 
the  figures  “$600,000”,  to  insert  “of  which 
not  more  than  $460,774  shall  be  available  for 
personal  services  and.” 

Under  the  heading  “Title  V — Railroad  Re¬ 
tirement  Board,”  on  page  38,  after  line  6,  to 
strike  out; 

“Payment  to  railroad  retirement  account; 
For  an  annual  premium  to  provide  for  the 
payment  of  all  annuities,  pensions,  and 
death  benefits,  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Acts  of 
1935  and  1937,  as  amended  (45  U.  S.  C.  228- 
228s),  and  for  expenses  necessary  for  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Board  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  said  acts  as  specifically  provided 
for  under  this  title,  for  crediting  to  the  rail¬ 
road  retirement  account,  an  amount  equal 
to  amounts  covered  into  the  Treasury 
(minus  refunds)  during  the  current  fiscal 
year  under  the  Railroad  Retirement  Tax  Act 
(28  U.  S.  C.  1500-1538) .” 

And  in  lieu  thereof  to  insert; 

“Railroad  retirement  account;  For  an 
amount  sufficient  as  an  annual  premium  for 
the  payments  required  under  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Acts  of  August  29,  1935,  and 
June  24,  1937,  and  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  to  the  railroad  retirement  account 
established  under  section  15  (a)  of  the  lat¬ 
ter  act,  $562,534,409:  Provided,  That  such 
total  amount  shall  be  available  until  ex¬ 
pended  for  making  payments  required  under 
said  retirement  acts,  and  the  amount  not 
required  for  current  payments  shall  be  in¬ 
vested  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  said  Rail¬ 
road  Retirement  Act  of  June  24,  1937.” 

On  page  39,  line  10,  after  “(5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ”, 
to  strike  out  “$5,268,000”  and  insert 
“$5,056,904”;  and  in  line  11,  after  the  word 
“account”,  to  insert  “of  which  not  more  than 
$4,010,820  shall  be  available  for  personal 
services.” 

Under  the  heading  “Title  VI — Federal 
Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service,”  on 
page  40,  line  2,  after  “(5  U.  S.  C.  55a)”,  to 
strike  out  “$2,949,000”  and  insert  “$3,047,000, 
of  which  not  more  than  $2,566,653  shall  be 
available  for  personal  services.” 

On  page  40,  line  11,  after  the  word 
“Columbia”,  to  strike  out  “$50,000”  axd  in¬ 
sert  “$48,750,  of  which  not  more  than 
$23,750  shall  be  available  for  personal 
services.” 

On  page  42,  line  16,  to  change  the  section 
number  from  “704”  to  “703.” 


Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  to  the  desk  an  amendment  on  page 
42  of  the  bill,  lines  15  and  16.  It  is  a  new 
section  of  the  bill.  I  ask  that  the 
amendment  be  incorporated  at  this  point 
in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  amend¬ 
ment  intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr. 
Ferguson  (for  himself,  Mr.  Byrd,  Mr. 
Wherry,  Mr.  Taft,  Mr.  Bridges,  Mr. 
Williams,  and  Mr.  Dirksen)  to  the  bill 
(H.  R.  3709)  making  appropriations  for 
the  Department  of  Labor,  the  Federal 
Security  Agency,  and  related  independ¬ 
ent  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1952,  and  for  other  purposes, 
was  received,  ordered  to  lie  on  the  table, 
to  be  printed,  and  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

On  page  42,  between  lines  15  and  16,  insert 
a  new  section  as  follows: 

“Sec.  703.  Each  appropriation  or  authori¬ 
zation  made  by  this  act  for  any  purpose,  of 
which  a  specified  portion  is  herein  made 
available  for  personal  services,  and  each 
amount  so  specified  as  being  available  for 
personal  services,  is  hereby  reduced  by  an 
amount  equal  to  5  percent  of  the  amount 
requested  for  personal  services  for  such  pur¬ 
pose  in  budget  estimates  heretofore  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  for  the  fiscal  year 
1952.” 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  should  like  to 
speak  for  a  few  minutes  on  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

WHAT  IS  THE  EFFECT  OF  THIS  AMENDMENT? 

It  cuts  the  amounts  for  personal  serv¬ 
ices  specified  in  the  bill  by  an  amount 
corresponding  to  5  percent  of  the  budget 
request  for  such  personal  services. 

HOW  IS  THE  CUT  APPLIED? 

It  is  applied  to  these  money  items: 
First.  Those  appropriations  which  in¬ 
clude  personal  services;  and 

Second.  The  amounts  specified  therein 
as  being  available  for  personal  services. 

This  is  not  a  double  cut.  It  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  apply  the  cut  to  both  items,  how¬ 
ever,  since  otherwise  we  would  be  cut¬ 
ting  the  amount  available  for  personal 
services  but  leaving  that  amount  still  in 
the  appropriation  and  free  for  expendi¬ 
ture  as  other  expense. 

It  does  not  apply  to  items  which  the 
committee  had  already  reduced,  for  per¬ 
sonal  services,  by  5  percent  or  more.  It 
does  not  apply  to  such  items  because  they 
do  not  appear  in  the  bill  as  specified  for 
personal  services  under  the  language  the 
committee  incorporated  in  making  its 
reduction  through  a  limitation. 

WHAT  WILL  BE  THE  TOTAL  AMOUNT  OF  PERSONAL 
SERVICES  CUT  IF  THIS  AMENDMENT  PREVAILS? 

Ten  percent  of  the  amount  for  per¬ 
sonal  services  requested  in  the  budget. 
The  committee  cut  personal  service  ap¬ 
propriations  item  by  item,  5  percent  of 
the  budget  estimates.  We  are  repeating 
that  process  but  in  a  single  package 
rather  than  item  by  item.  The  final  re¬ 
sult  will  be  a  cut  of  10  percent  in  the 
amounts  for  personal  services  requested 
in  the  budget. 

TIDELANDS  OIL — AMENDMENT  TO  SEN¬ 
ATE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  20 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President.  On  behalf 
of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas],  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse],  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Benton],  the  Senator  from  New 


Hampshire  [Mr.  Tobey],  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely],  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman], 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Ke- 
fauver],  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Hennings],  and  myself,  I 
am  submitting  an  amendment  which  at 
the  appropriate  time  we  intend  to  pro¬ 
pose  to  section  5  of  Senate  Joint  Resolu¬ 
tion  20. 

As  Senators  know,  the  resolution  pro¬ 
vides  for  the  continuation  of  operations 
under  certain  mineral  leases  issued  by 
the  respective  States  covering  submerged 
lands  of  the  Continental  Shelf.  The 
resolution,  as  I  understand  it,  proposes 
to  continue  the  orderly  development  of 
oil  and  gas  deposits  in  the  submerged 
lands  during  the  period  the  Congress 
decides  how  to  implement  the  opinions 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  in  which  that  Court  decided  that 
the  United  States  does  own  the  sub¬ 
merged  lands  of  the  Continental  Shelf 
adjacent  to  the  shores  of  California, 
Louisiana,  and  Texas,  and  that  such 
States  do  not  own  the  submerged  lands 
of  the  Continental  Shelf  adjacent  to 
their  boundaries. 

In  U.  S.  v.  California  (332  U.  S.  19, 
June  23,  1947)  the  Supreme  Court  stated 
without  equivocation  that  “California  is 
not  the  owner  of  the  3 -mile  marginal 
belt  along  the  coast.”  And  in  U.  S.  v. 
Texas  (339  U.  S.  704,  October  16,  1950) 
the  Court  settled  for  all  time  this  con¬ 
troversial  argument  between  the  United 
States  and  the  several  States  by  holding 
that  the  ownership  and  proprietary 
rights  to  this  marginal  sea,  as  well  as 
the  governmental  powers  of  regulation 
and  control,  was  in  the  United  States  of 
America  as  a  whole. 

We  are  offering  our  amendment  in 
order  that  it  may  be  considered  by  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs  as  well  as  by  the  Senate.  In  this 
way  our  colleagues  may  study  and  con¬ 
sider  its  purposes  and  effect. 

At  this  time  I  do  not  propose  to  dis¬ 
cuss  the  section  5  in  the  present  bill 
except  to  point  out  that  its  effect  may  be 
to  nullify  the  decisions  of  the  highest 
court  that  this  oil  belongs  to  all  the 
American  people — all  the  people — from 
Alabama  to  Massachusetts,  from  Con¬ 
necticut  to  Oregon,  from  Maine  to  Il¬ 
linois,  from  New  Hampshire  to  Tennes- 
see,  from  Wyoming  to  Vermont — - 
through  their  proud  claim  as  United 
States  citizens— not  merely  to  the  people 
of  three  or  four  States  whose  claim  is 
no  more  than  that  they  were  born  next 
door  to  the  oil  deposits. 

The  provisions  of  the  amendment  are 
simple.  It  proposes  to  achieve  thiee 

things:  ... 

First.  The  money  from  this  oil,  this 
public-lands  resource  of  the  Nation,  is  to 
be  dedicated  now  for  the  long-range 
needs  of  the  education  of  the  Nation’s 
children— all  its  children— and  placed  m 
a  special  account  in  the  Treasury  of  the 
United  States. 

During  the  present  critical  period, 
however,  the  funds  are  to  be  used  for 
national  defense  purposes.  They  shall 
be  employed  only  for  urgent  develop¬ 
ments  essential  to  the  national  defenss 
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and  the  national  security,  such  develop¬ 
ments  to  be  specifically  determined  by 
the  Congress.  Thereafter,  this  special 
account  shall  be  devoted  to  our  chil¬ 
dren’s  education,  exclusively  as  grants- 
in-aid  of  primary,  secondary,  and  higher 
education. 

Second.  A  National  Advisory  Council 
on  Grants  in  Aid  of  Education  shall  be 
created.  It  shall  be  the  function  of  that 
Council,  which  should  be  named  imme¬ 
diately  after  the  resolution  becomes  law, 
to  study  and  develop  a  plan  to  be  re¬ 
ported  to  the  President,  who  shall  sub¬ 
mit  the  report  to  the  Congress  not  later 
than  February  1,  1953,  for  the  equitable 
allocation  and  use  of  the  income  from 
this  oil  capital  for  primary,  secondary, 
and  higher  education. 

The  Council  will  consist  of  12  persons 
with  experience  in  the  fields  of  education 
and/or  public  administration.  Four  are 
to  be  appointed  by  the  President  of  the 
Senate,  four  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  and  four  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States. 

The  function  of  this  Council  is  not  to 
be  in  substitution  for  the  work  that  is 
being  done  to  provide  Federal  aid  to  ele¬ 
mentary  and  secondary  education  out  of 
tax  revenues.  The  Federal  royalties 
from  these  oil  deposits  cannot  be  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  uniform  from  year  to  year, 
and  it  is  contemplated  that  the  Advisory 
Council  will  therefore  report  on  how 
they  can  best  be  utilized  as  an  extra  fund 
out  of  which  can  be  provided  Federal 
assistance  to  primary,  secondary,  and 
higher  education,  in  addition  to  such  es¬ 
sential  aid  as  the  Congress  may  provide 
as  regular  support  to  education. 

It  should  be  emphasized  that  the  pro¬ 
posal  in  this  amendment  will  not  con¬ 
flict  in  any  manner  with,  and  in  fact  is 
a  logical  extension  of  the  policy  which 
led  to  the  establishment  of  our  prized 
system  of  land-grant  colleges  under  the 
Morrill  Act.  The  endowments  and 
grants  under  the  Morrill  Act  will  con¬ 
tinue  as  they  have  in  the  past.  It  may 
well  be  that  part  of  these  funds  could  be 
used  to  supplement  statutory  land  or 
equivalent  money  endowments  of  the 
Morrill  Act.  It  is  certainly  clear  that  all 
the  money  which  has  poured  into  the 
States  under  the  terms  of  the  Morrill 
Act  in  past  years  would  only  be  a  drop 
in  the  bucket  compared  with  the  funds 
the  several  States  would  receive  under 
this  proposal. 

Third.  Every  State  or  political  sub¬ 
division  which  has  issued  any  mineral 
leases  or  grants  covering  submerged 
lands  of  the  Continental  Shelf,  and  every 
grantee  of  such  State  or  political  sub¬ 
division  shall  file  with  the  Attorney  Gen¬ 
eral  of  the  United  States  by  December 
31,  1951,  a  statement  of  the  money  or 
other  things  of  value  received  by  such 
State,  political  subdivision,  or  grantee 
thereof  from  such  leases  or  grants.  The 
Attorney  General  shall  submit  those 
statements  to  the  Congress  not  later 
than  February  1,  1952.  The  object  of 
this  provision  is  to  find  out  what  benefit 
particular  States  have  already  had  from 
this  property  which  belongs  to  all  the 
people. 

These  three  points  are  the  essence  of 
the  amendment. 


The  amendment  does  not  in  any  way 
change  or  effect  the  provision  in  the 
resolution  which  reads  as  follows: 

Thirty-seven  and  one-half  percent  of  all 
moneys  received  as  bonus  payments,  rents, 
royalties,  and  other  sums  payable  with  re¬ 
spect  to  operations  In  submerged  coastal 
lands  lying  within  the  seaward  boundary  of 
any  State  shall  be  paid  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  to  such  State  within  90  days 
after  the  expiration  of  each  fiscal  year. 

This  is  a  generous  grant  to  the  tide- 
land  oil  States. 

I  sincerely  hope  that  my  good  friends 
from  California,  Louisiana,  and  Texas, 
who  are  fighting  so  hard  to  get  all  of 
these  funds  for  their  own  States,  will 
not  feel  that  we  are  trying  to  take  away 
from  them  funds  on  which  they  feel  the 
success  of  their  own  educational  enter¬ 
prises  depend.  No  sponsor  of  this 
amendment  wishes  to  harm  the  educa¬ 
tion  of  children  in  California  or  Louisi¬ 
ana  or  Texas,  even  though  I  understand 
that  the  great  oil  fortunes  of  Texas  have 
already  richly  endowed  education  in 
Texas.  Those  of  us  who  sponsor  this 
amendment  do  so,  among  other  reasons, 
to  awaken  the  Congress  and  the  people 
of  the  United  States  to  an  understand¬ 
ing  of  the  vastness  of  the  treasure  in¬ 
volved— a  treasure  so  vast  that  there 
is  more  than  enough  to  go  around;  a 
treasure  so  vast  that  to  give  the  children 
of  the  other  45  States  of  the  Union  their 
fair  share  of  what  belongs  to  the  people 
of  those  45  States  as  well  as  the  3 
States  of  California,  Louisiana,  and 
Texas,  does  no  injustice  to  education  in 
those  3  States,  even  as  it  does  jus¬ 
tice  to  the  cause  of  education  in  the 
other  45  States.  We  feel  that  one  of 
the  reasons  for  the  very  possessive  atti¬ 
tude  of  the  3  States  which  are  try¬ 
ing  to  take  a  disproportionate  share  of 
this  treasure  of  all  the  States,  as  well 
as  the  comparative  lack  of  interest  by 
the  other  States,  is  the  little  knowledge 
in  all  48  States  of  the  size  of  the  re¬ 
sources  involved. 

There  has  been  much  speculation 
about  the  amount  of  money  available 
to  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States 
from  Tidelands  Oil.  There  can  be  no 
really  precise  determination  until  the 
report  of  the  Council  proposed  by  this 
amendment  shall  have  been  submitted 
to  the  Congress.  I  think  it  would  be 
most  helpful  to  Senators,  however,  to 
have  the  benefit  of  one  or  two  informed 
guesses.  More  than  a  year  ago  Dr.  E.  L. 
GeGolyer  of  Dallas,  Tex.,  who  has  an 
internattional  reputation  as  one  of  the 
most  outstanding  petroleum  geologists 
of  the  world,  if  not  the  outstanding, 
stated  in  Life  magazine  that  there  may 
be  10,500,000,000  barrels  of  oil  along  the 
Texas  and  Louisiana  coasts.  This  figure 
of  10,500,000,000  barrels  excludes  oil 
along  the  coast  line  of  Florida,  Mis¬ 
sissippi,  and  California.  The  Geologi¬ 
cal  Survey  of  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior  has  estimated  there  may  be  13,- 
000,000,000  barrels  on  the  Continental 
Shelf  off  Texas  and  Louisiana.  It  has 
also  estimated  there  are  2,000,000,000 
barrels  off  the  coast  of  California.  If 
this  Geological  Survey  estimate  of  15,- 
000,000,000  barrels  is  correct  and  if  to¬ 
day’s  available  price  of  crude  oil  is 


around  $2.70  a  barrel,  the  15,000,000,- 
000  barrels  are  worth  $40,500,000,000 — 
more  than  $40,000,000,000  belonging  to 
all  the  people  of  the  United  States. 

What  proportion  of  this  total  capital 
value  of  oil  in  place  would  accrue  to  the 
Federal  Government  in  royalties  in  any 
given  year  would,  of  course,  depend  on 
future  legislation.  What  proportion  of 
this  total  resource  in  oil  would  be  with¬ 
drawn  in  any  year  and  over  a  particular 
period  of  years  may  depend  upon  many 
things— the  going  price  and  the  neces¬ 
sity  for  finding  new  sources  in  oil;  the 
shifting  reasons  of  public  policy  that 
will  dictate  whether  this  oil  is  to  be  with¬ 
drawn  quickly  or  deliberately  conserved 
over  a  period;  the  discoveries  of  oil  else¬ 
where;  the  effect  of  price  in  the  world 
market;  and  the  availability  of  substi¬ 
tute  forms  of  power.  It  is  just  because 
of  these  many  factors  that  the  tidelands 
oil  royalties  will  probably  not  be  avail¬ 
able  as  a  fixed  amount  accruing  each 
year,  in  contrast  to  tax  funds,  which  are 
annually  available  for  the  support  of  the 
most  distressing'  needs  of  education. 

Whatever  the  combination  of  circum¬ 
stances  may  be,  it  is  certain  that  the 
Federal  royalties  from  whatever  amount 
of  this  treasure  is  withdrawn  from  year 
to  year  or  over  a  period  of  time  offer  the 
greatest  opportunity  to  American  edu¬ 
cation  since  the  dedication  of  a  large 
proportion  of  our  public  lands  to  educa¬ 
tional  purposes  through  the  land-grant 
colleges.  It  is  a  part  of  the  American 
tradition  and  belief  in  education  that  our 
public  lands  should  be  dedicated  in  sub¬ 
stantial  part  to  the  creation  of  an  even 
greater  public  resource— an  educated 
citizenry.  Today  as  we  face  the  crisis  of 
finances  in  American  education  we  can¬ 
not  but  wish  that  we  had  accepted  the 
advice  of  that  far-sighted  Massachu¬ 
setts  statesman,  President,  and  Member 
of  Congress,  John  Quincy  Adams,  who 
many  years  ago  attempted  to  dedicate 
the  public  lands  of  the  United  States  to 
the  particular  purposes  of  public  educa¬ 
tion. 

The  attempt  to  dedicate  our  public 
lands  to  the  establishment  of  our  land- 
pant  colleges  received  its  most  resound¬ 
ing  defeat  in  the  nineteenth  century 
from  the  pen  of  a  President  with  lesser 
vision,  James  Buchanan,  when  he  vetoed 
the  first  Morrill  Act.  It  was  only  when 
Abraham  Lincoln,  mindful  of  his  own 
desperate  youthful  efforts  to  educate 
himself,  came  to  the  Presidency  that 
the  vision  of  Adams  became  a  part  of  the 
imagination  of  Lincoln,  and  grants  of 
public  lands  were  made  to  establish  our 
land- grant  colleges.  I  commend  to  our 
Republican  colleagues  the  Lincoln  tra¬ 
dition. 

The  action  of  the  Supreme  Court  in¬ 
vites  again  the  wisdom  and  vision  of 
John  Quincy  Adams  and  Abraham  Lin¬ 
coln.  Like  a  lost  Atlantis  rising  from  the 
sea,  modern  technology  has  created,  from 
a  source  of  which  we  had  never  dreamed, 
new  public  lands  in  the  newly  extract- 
able  oil  deposits  lying  beneath  the  sea. 
We  are  given  a  second  chance  to  endow 
American  education  from  our  public 
lands  after  we  have  wasted  far  too  much 
of  our  first  chance. 
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The  amendment  which  we'  jointly 
sponsor  asks  the  Congress  to  realize  how 
vast  is  this  opportunity  and  responsi¬ 
bility.  It  is  the  big  chance  belonging  to 
the  whole  Nation  rather  than  a  chance 
for  only  three  or  four  States.  No  Senator 
from  any  State  of  the  Union  fails  to 
realize  the  crisis  in  our  American  edu¬ 
cational  system  and  how  aware  of  that 
crisis  his  youthful  constituents  are.  No 
Senator  is  unaware  of  the  increase  in  the 
birth  rate  in  this  country.  The  sudden 
increase  in  preschool-age  and  school- 
age  children  has  placed  an  unprece¬ 
dented  strain  upon  our  whole  educational 
structure.  The  parents  and  the  officials 
of  every  town,  city,  and  county  in  all  48 
States  are  immediately  and  directly  con¬ 
cerned  at  the  family  level  with  the  solu¬ 
tion  of  this  educational  problem.  It  has 
become  so  crucial  that  last  fall  Life 
magazine,  with  25,000,0C0  copies  per 
issue,  devoted  an  entire  issue — the  issue 
of  October  16,  1950— to  education.  It 
has  become  so  crucial  that  here  in  the 
Capital  the  Washington  Post  has  increas¬ 
ingly  devoted  more  of  its  editorial  and 
news  space  to  the  question  in  a  series 
of  articles  which  last  week  received  a 
national  prize  for  excellence. 

Neither  parents  nor  children  nor  his¬ 
tory  will  forgive  any  of  us  if  we  repeat 
the  error  of  the  Congress  which  ignored 
Adams,  when  modern  technology  has 
given  us  a  second  chance.  We  cannot 
stand  in  default  and  lay  our  failure  to 
inability  to  understand  the  significance 
of  this  second  chance. 

In  the  critical  days  in  which  we  now 
live  there  is  one  priority — national  de¬ 
fense.  Other  purposes  must  give  way 
to  this  priority  until  this  Nation  is  so 
well  prepared,  so  strong  that  the  Rus¬ 
sian  aggressor  will  not  dare  to  move. 

Because  this  is  so  self-evident  our 
amendment  proposes  that,  for  the  pres¬ 
ent,  tidelands  money  be  used  for  national 
defense  and  national  security.  This  shall 
be  only  for  extraordinarily  urgent  and 
essential  developments,  selected  by  the 
Congress,  to  relieve  the  taxpayers  of  that 
amount  of  further  tax  burden.  We 
therefore  propose  deferring  for  the  pres¬ 
ent  the  actual  use  of  this  money  for  edu¬ 
cational  purposes. 

But  we  must  not  defer  either  the  dedi¬ 
cation  of  these  funds  to  education  or  the 
study  of  what  specific  uses  for  education 
these  funds  should  be  devoted.  The  Na¬ 
tional  Advisory  Council  on  Grants  in  Aid 
of  Education  provided  by  this  amend¬ 
ment,  eight  to  be  selected  by  the  legis¬ 
lative  branch  and  four  by  the  executive 
branch,  should  begin  now  to  determine 
the  most  pressing  of  the  many  needs  of 
education.  A  most  painstaking  and  de¬ 
tailed  examination  is  required. 

There  is  no  choice  here  between  ad¬ 
vantages  and  disadvantages.  Every 
group,  every  sector  of  American  educa¬ 
tion  has  its  back  against  the  wall.  Our 
school  buildings  are  overcrowded.  The 
grammar  schools  of  our  Nation  are  in 
the  next  4  years  to  receive  the  largest 
number  of  children  in  the  history  of  the 
United  States.  Our  postwar  babies  have 
come  of  age — school  age.  This  tidal  wave 
of  6-year-olds  will  soon  inundate  the 
rickety  structure  of  primary  education 
which  already  is  tottering  under  its  pres¬ 


ent  load.  Every  State  in  the  Union  needs 
grammar-school  teachers,  needs  new 
grammar-school  buildings.  And  exactly 
the  same  thing  is  true  of  our  high  schools. 

Our  colleges,  whether  they  are  State 
universities,  land-grant  colleges,  or  pri¬ 
vate  colleges  are  in  equally  severe  finan¬ 
cial  straits.  As  taxes  and  inflation  cut 
down  endowments  and  the  capacity  of 
alumni  to  give,  as  legislatures  have 
trouble  raising  additional  educational 
funds,  the  prices  for  necessary  person¬ 
nel,  services,  and  equipment,  for  main¬ 
tenance  and  repair,  all  school  operating 
costs,  are  skyrocketing. 

While  the  sponsors  of  this  amend¬ 
ment  look  to  this  asset  as  a  source  of 
help  to  the  primary  and  secondary 
school  systems,  we  feel  most  strongly 
that  it  must  also  be  seen  as  a  source,  as 
a  Government  Rockefeller  Foundation 
or  Ford,  Guggenheim,  or  Carnegie 
Foundation,  out  of  which  means  can  be 
provided  for  assistance  to  higher  edu¬ 
cation  and  research  which  is  just  as 
desperately  needed.  Thus  will  we  be 
able  to  maintain  as  a  Nation  our  level 
of  widespread  human  competence  and 
keep  ahead  in  the  complicated  techni¬ 
cal  efficiency  upon  which  our  very  sur¬ 
vival  in  this  turbulent  world  may  de¬ 
pend. 

We  hope  that  out  of  a  study  by  a 
competent  advisory  council  of  12  men 
appointed  in  the  manner  provided  by 
the  amendment  some  intelligent  and 
equitable  way  may  be  found  to  help  re¬ 
lieve  the  agonizing  difficulties  of  colleges 
and  universities,  medical  schools,  den¬ 
tal  schools,  nursing  schools,  technologi¬ 
cal  schools,  and  research  institutions, 
by  some  techniques  such  as  scholarships 
and  grants-in-aid  for  specific  training 
and  research  projects.  In  this  way 
every  child  in  America,  irrespective  of 
the  financial  circumstances  of  his  par¬ 
ents,  gets  his  chance  at  the  fullest  de¬ 
velopment  of  his  highest  abilities  for 
the  sake  of  the  usefulness  of  those  abili¬ 
ties  to  the  Nation  itself.  And  he  does 
so  without  any  cost  to  the  taxpayer 
when  we  use  income  on  the  tidelands 
capital,  given  to  us  without  taxes  by 
Providence. 

Institutions  of  higher  learning  in  the 
United  States  today  are  in  desperate 
financial  difficulty.  I  doubt  that  the 
average  salary  of  a  full  professor,  but 
an  assistant  or  associate  professor,  but 
one  who  has  arrived  at  the  top  of  his 
professional  career — reaches  $6,000  a 
year.  Some  Members  of  this  body 
would  be  surprised  to  know  what  has 
happened  to  the  actual  purchasing 
power  of  the  scholarship  endowments 
of  our  great  universities.  That  scholar¬ 
ship  endowment  is  the  Nation’s  insur- 
ance  of  the  development  and  the  utili¬ 
zation  of  the  genius  that  may  be  born 
in  the  humblest  home. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  should  like  to  conclude 
with  my  formal  statement  before  I  yield. 
I  shall  be  very  happy  to  yield  later. 

Those  who  served-  on  the  old  Senate 
Committee  on  Education  and  Labor  will 
feel  as  I  do  that  improving  the  salaries 
of  underpaid  professors  in  colleges  or 
underpaid  teachers  in  primary  and  sec- 
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ondary  schools  may  well  be  the  most 
effective  way  of  assuring  a  sound  demo¬ 
cratic  philosophy  for  our  students— your 
children  and  mine. 

I  have  long  been  particularly  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  dilemma  of  the  medical 
schools  because  my  father  was  a  doctor. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
placed  in  the  Record  at  the  conclusion 
of  my  remarks  an  article  which  was 
published  in  the  New  York  Times  of 
Sunday,  June  3,  1951.  The  headlines 
read:  “Lack  of  Funds  Threatening 
Medical  Education  of  Nation — Financial 
Crisis  Faced  by  Major  Schools,  With 
Research  Work  Imperiled.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  the  report 
of  the  Public  Health  Services  Commit¬ 
tee  on  medical  schools  grants  and  fi¬ 
nances  has  revealed  that  a  minimum  of 
another  $40,000,000  a  yq#r  is  needed  at 
present  enrollment  levels  and  even  more 
money  is  required  to  expand  the  physi¬ 
cal  facilities  needed  to  teach  medicine 
and  train  the  doctors  our  country  needs. 

As  compared  to  $2,000  before  World 
War  I,  it  now  costs  about  $13,350  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  medical  education.  At  that  time 
the  tuition  fees  were  $122  a  year  and 
covered  70  percent  of  the  cost;  today’s 
tuition  fees  of  around  $550  cover  less 
than  25  percent.  To  raise  the  tuition 
any  higher  would  mean  putting  the  se¬ 
lection  of  medical  students  on  an  eco¬ 
nomic  rather  than  ability  basis.  The 
Nation’s  79  approved  medical  schools 
now  have  a  combined  deficit  of  $10,000,- 
000  a  year,  ranging  from  as  little  as  $67 
in  one  school  to  more  than  $1,000,000  in 
another.  This  deficit  represents  about 
20  percent  of  their  operating  budgets. 
And  what  is  true  of  the  medical  schools 
is  true  of  our  dental  schools,  our  nurs¬ 
ing  schools,  our  technological  schools, 
our  liberal  arts  colleges,  our  whole  sys¬ 
tem  of  primary  and  secondary  educa¬ 
tion. 

For  too  long  some  have  looked  upon 
this  predicament  as  something  about 
which  we  could  do  nothing.  We  have 
felt  perhaps  that  our  ambitions  for  our 
children  were  simply  bigger  than  our 
capacity  to  meet  them.  But  with  this 
new  Atlantis  which  Providence  and 
science  have  given  us  from  the  bottom 
of  the  sea,  we  can  now  reach  for  our 
dream. 

The  need — the  future  of  our  chil¬ 
dren — is  great.  The  means  that  has 
been  put  in  our  hands  with  which  to 
meet  that  need  is  great.  So  let  us  think 
greatly  and  act  greatly.  We  must  not 
lose  this  opportunity.  There  is  enough 
to  go  around  if  we  use  our  assets  wisely 
and  far-sightedly.  It  will  do  this  Na¬ 
tion  little  good  in  meeting  its  problems 
of  tomorrow  if  the  children  of  Louisiana 
and  California  are  well  educated  from 
oil  when  their  brothers  and  sisters  from 
Alabama  and  Oregon,  who  'must  stand 
beside  them  in  working  out  the  problems 
of  their  generation,  are  not  equally  well 
educated,  and  only  because  they  were  not 
lucky  enough  to  be  born  adjacent  to  the 
oil  that  belongs  to  the  United  States  of 
America. 
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In  this  era  of  vast  tides  of  migration 
from  State  to  State,  we  must  remember 
that  there  is  no  point  in  any  particular 
State  trying  to  make  itself  an  insulated 
community  concerned  only  for  the  edu¬ 
cation  of  the  children  who  live  within  its 
own  borders  at  a  given  moment.  It  is 
safe  to  say  that  many  citizens  of  the 
Texas  of  today  received  their  education 
in  other  States  and  at  the  expense  of  the 
taxpayers  of  other  States.  The  huge  in¬ 
flux  of  our  people  into  California  means 
that  they  were  educated  in  a  large  part 
at  the  expense  of  and  according  to  the 
standards  of  other  States  before  they  ar¬ 
rived.  And  when  Louisiana  really  begins 
to  make  her  own  oil  and  gas  hum  in  the 
Texas  manner,  she  will  become  a  mi¬ 
grant’s  El  Dorado  too.  With  the  increas¬ 
ing  problems  of  defense  production,  with 
the  insistence  that  for  security  purposes 
such  production  take  place  behind  our 
mountain  States,  it  is  not  inconceivable 
that  the  nomadic  movements  of  our  peo¬ 
ple  which  were  so  apparent  during  World 
War  II  may  again  take  place.  In  short, 
education  and  the  fair  sharing  of  re¬ 
sources  for  education,  is  a  national  as 
well  as  a  State  problem. 

We  who  sponsor  this  amendment  not 
only  hope  that  our  colleagues  iii  the  Sen¬ 
ate  will  see  the  possibilities  of  good  for 
the  Nation  in  our  proposal  but  we  also 
dare  to  hope  that  there  are  businessmen 
in  the  great  oil  companies  who  will  see 
these  possibilities  and  deserve  the  ac¬ 
colade  of  business  statesmen.  Some  of 
the  biggest  businessmen  in  our  business 
world  are  in  this  industry.  With  the 
tremors  that  are  communicating  them¬ 
selves  from  Iran  to  the  whole  world  of 
oil,  we  hope  those  business  statesmen 
may  see  in  our  proposal  honest  advan¬ 
tages  of  good  will  to  the  world  of  oil. 

This  is  an  opportunity  to  extend  the 
public  appreciation  of  the  work  of  the 
Rockefeller  Foundation;  to  identify  big 
oil — in  the  minds  of  the  rising  genera¬ 
tion  that  will  shape  public  opinion  and 
run  the  Government  of  this  country  long 
after  we  are  gone — as  the  benefactor  on 
a  great  national  scale  of  educational  op¬ 
portunity  which  is  the  one  common  de¬ 
nominator  of  youth’s  ambition. 

This  is  a  business  statesman’s  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  have  all  the  people  of  this 
country  regard  the  oil  industry  as  a 
friend  as  well  as  a  great  national  re¬ 
source,  as  a  friend  of  every  child  edu¬ 
cated  in  every  State,  as  a  friend  of  every 
parent  of  every  child,  rather  than  only 
the  accumulator  of  tax-favored  oppor¬ 
tunities  for  a  few. 

I  suggest  to  the  business  statesmen  of 
big  oil  that  in  our  proposal  they  may  find 
a  happy  insurance  policy  which  will 
guarantee  that  the  attitude  of  the  people 
or  Iran  toward  oil  will  never — in  the 
worst  hardship  or  the  worst  depression — 
be  the  attitude  of  the  people  of  the 
United  States. 

This  is  a  chance  for  the  statesmen  of 
big  oil — and  I  am  sure  they  exist — to 
range  themselves  wholeheartedly  on  the 
side  of  the  angels  for  the  greatest  good 
of  the  greatest  number.  This  is  oil’s 
second  chance  as  well  as  education’s  sec¬ 
ond  chance  and  our  children’s  second 
chance. 


I  hope  big  oil  is  big  enough  to  have  the 
wisdom  to  see  the  bigness  of  this  chance 
for  everybody. 

Exhibit  1 

Lack  or  Funds  Threatening  Medical  Educa¬ 
tion  op  Nation — Financial  Crisis  Faced  by 

Major  Schools,  With  Research  Work  Im¬ 
periled 

(By  Howard  A.  Rusk,  M.  D.) 

A  recent  reader  survey  by  a  national  maga¬ 
zine  showed  medical  news  ranking  with  sex 
and  self-improvement  as  leading  subject  of 
Interest  to  the  public.  Usually  such  news 
concerns  scientific  developments,  new  drugs, 
and  new  treatments  that  offer  hope  of  curing 
some  disease. 

Within  the  last  few  weeks,  however,  there 
have  been  a  number  of  big  medical  news 
stories  that  have  dealt  with  something  much 
more  fundamental — the  financial  crisis  in 
American  medical  schools. 

The  first  of  these  was  the  report  of  the 
Public  Health  Service’s  Committee  on  Medi¬ 
cal  School  Grants  and  Finances  headed  by 
Dr.  Lowell  J.  Reed,  Johns  Hopkins  University. 
In  this  detailed  study  on  the  financial  and 
related  problems  in  medical  education  and 
research,  it  was  brought  out  that  “a  mini¬ 
mum  of  another  $40,000,000  a  year  is  needed 
to  cover  the  medical  schools’  operating  ex¬ 
penses  at  present  enrollment  levels”  and 
‘‘even  more  money  is  required  to  expand  the 
physical  facilities  needed  to  teach  medicine." 

The  costs  of  medical  education  during  the 
last  50  years  have  increased  tremendously. 
As  compared  to  $2,000  before  World  War  I, 
It  now  costs  about  $13,350  to  provide  under¬ 
graduate  medical  training.  At  that  time,  the 
tuition  fees  of  $122  a  year  covered  70  percent 
of  the  cost;  today’s  tuition  fees  of  around 
$550  cover  less  than  25  percent.  To  raise  the 
tuition  any  higher  would  mean  putting  the 
selection  of  medical  students  on  an  economic 
rather  than  ability  basis. 

SCHOOLS  PACE  VAST  DEFICITS 

With  rising  costs,  have  less  Income  from 
their  endowments,  because  of  lowered  yield 
on  investments,  and  less  support  from  indi¬ 
vidual  philanthropists,  because  of  the  in¬ 
creasing  tax  burden.  The  result  is  that  the 
Nation’s  79  approved  medical  schools  now 
have  a  combined  deficit  of  $10,000,000  a  year, 
ranging  from  as  little  as  $67  in  one  school  to 
more  than  $1,000,000  in  another.  This  deficit 
represents  about  20  percent  of  their  operating 
budgets. 

The  urgency  of  this  problem  has  been  em¬ 
phasized  recently  in  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mission  on  financing  higher  education,  es¬ 
tablished  by  the  Association  of  American 
Universities  and  financed  by  grants  from  the 
Rockefeller  Foundation  and  the  Carnegie 
Corp.  This  commission,  consisting  of  six 
college  presidents  and  six  industrial  leaders, 
noted  the  necessity  for  financial  aid,  but  it 
went  on  record  as  opposing  Federal  aid  to 
medical  education,  saying,  “Until  it  has  been 
clearly  demonstrated  that  other  sources  of 
support  cannot  finance  medical  education, 
we  believe  no  such  great  and  potentially  far- 
reaching  innovation  in  Federal  financing 
should  be  undertaken.” 

Instead  they  suggested; 

1.  More  economies  in  medical  schools. 

2.  Financing  hospital  care  and  other  com¬ 
munity  services  now  provided  by  medical 
schools  from  local  government  appropriations 
for  welfare  purposes. 

3.  The  payment  of  the  full  cost  of  such 
research  by  foundations,  corporations,  and 
other  agencies  supporting  medical  research. 

4.  Increased  State  appropriations,  but  not 
at  the  expense  of  other  State-supported  pro¬ 
grams  of  higher  education. 

5.  An  increase  in  gift  Income. 

Although  laudable,  the  commission’s  pro¬ 
posals  are  not  easy  to  achieve.  As  Dr.  James 


B.  Conant,  president  of  Harvard  University, 
said  the  day  after  the  commission’s  report: 
“If  by  economies  they  mean  cutting  budg¬ 
ets,  of  course,  they  can.  If,  however,  by 
economies  you  mean  saving  money  and  do¬ 
ing  an  equally  good  job,  I  submit  they  are 
mistaken.  *  *  *  We  are  economizing  and 

are  paying  a  heavy  price  in  not  producing  as 
many  and  the  kind  of  doctors  we  should  to 
take  advantage  of  the  great  scientific  dis¬ 
coveries  of  the  century.” 

INADEQUACY  OP  PAY  CITED 

There  is  certainly  one  area  in  which  fur¬ 
ther  economy  is  not  possible,  and  that  is  in 
the  salaries'  of  medical-school  teachers.  Al¬ 
though  they  are  the  foundation  of  medical 
education  and  must  have  years  of  training, 
most  of  our  basic-science  teachers  in  medical 
schools  earn  far  less  than  journeymen.  For 
example,  one  of  the  leading  teachers  of  physi¬ 
ology  in  medicine  today,  an  associate  pro¬ 
fessor  with  a  doctoral  degree  and  25  years  of 
teaching  experience,  makes  but  $7,200  a  year. 
Many  excellent  young  research  men  with  as 
much  as  10  years  of  experience  are  earning 
less  than  $5,000. 

It  is  readily  apparent  that  our  medical 
schools  must  have  more  funds  and  that  these 
funds  can  come  only  from  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  or  from  voluntary  sources.  Bills 
for  Federal  support  of  medical  education 
have  been  introduced  in  each  of  the  last  sev¬ 
eral  Congresses.  The  Association  of  Ameri¬ 
can  Medical  Colleges  and  other  groups  have 
favored  such  legislation,  but  the  American 
Medical  Association  has  been  opposed,  fearing 
that  Federal  support  might  lead  to  Federal 
control.  As  an  alternative  the  AMA  has 
formed  the  American  Medical  Education 
Foundation  to  receive  and  distribute  volun¬ 
tary  contributions  to  aid  medical  schools  and 
it  has  suggested  that  each  physician  in  the 
Nation  give  $100  annually.  If  this  goal  were* 
achieved,  it  would  mean  nearly  $18,000,000  a 
year  in  new  income  to  our  medical  schools. 

The  AMA  has  merged  Its  fund  with  the 
recently  announced  National  Fund  for  Med¬ 
ical  Education  in  which  it  is  hoped  that 
$5,000,000  can  be  raised  annually  from  pri¬ 
vate  sources  for  distribution  to  medical 
schools.  The  new  fund,  which  has  the 
sponsorship  of  industry,  the  medical  pro¬ 
fession,  organized  labor,  agriculture,  and  a 
group  of  university  presidents  and  12  scien¬ 
tific  and  educational  foundations,  has  thus 
far  raised  $1,000,000  from  contributions  by 
the  medical  profession  and  such  other 
groups  as  18  leading  life-insurance  com¬ 
panies  and  many  industrial  corporations. 

An  ambitious  but  extremely  important 
project,  the  National  Fund  for  Medical  Edu¬ 
cation  Is  a  step  in  the  right  direction  even 
If  it  solves  only  a  part  of  the  problem.  Cer¬ 
tainly,  as  Herbert  Hoover,  its  honorary  chair¬ 
man,  has  said,  it  is  a  “significant  develop¬ 
ment  in  the  strengthening  of  the  Nation’s 
medical  manpower.” 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf 
of  myself,  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas],  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Morse],  the  Senator  from  Con¬ 
necticut  [Mr.  Benton],  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Tobey],  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Ke- 
fauver],  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Neely],  my  colleague  the  junior 
Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman], 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey],  the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Hennings],  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez]  I  submit  the 
amendment,  to  be  printed  and  appro¬ 
priately  referred. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  the  amendment  will  be 
received,  printed,  and  referred  to  the 
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Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 

Affairs.  _ 

EXECUTIVE '  SESSION' 

Ir.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
mch(e  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  executive  business. 

The\notion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  the  consideration  of 
executive  business. 

Y 

INTERNATIONAL  AGREEMENT  REGARD¬ 
ING  THE  REGULATION  OF  PRODUCTION 

AND  MARKETING  OF  SUGAR— REMOVAL 

OF  INJUNCTION  OF  SECRECY 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hen¬ 
nings  in  the  chair).  The  Chair  lays  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  Executive  I,  Eighty- 
second  Congress,  first  session,  a  proto¬ 
col  dated  August  31,  195Q,  prolonging 
for  1  year  the  international  agreement 
regarding  the  regulation  of  production 
and  marketing  of  sugar,  signed- at  Lon¬ 
don  on  May  6,  1937.  Without  objection, 
the  injunction  of  secrecy  will  be  re¬ 
moved  from  the  protocol,  and  the  proto¬ 
col,  together  with  the  President’s  mes¬ 
sage,  will  be  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations,  and  the  message 
from  the  President  will  be  printed  in 
the  Record.  The  Chair  hears  no  objec¬ 
tion. 

The  message  from  the  President  is  as 
follows : 

To  the  Senate  of  the  United  States: 

With  a  view  to  receiving  the  advice 
and  consent  of  the  Senate  to  ratifica¬ 
tion,  I  transmit  herewith  a  certified 
copy  of  a  protocol  dated  in  London,  Aug- 
gust  31,  1950,  prolonging  for  1  year  after 
August  31,  1950,  the  international  agree¬ 
ment  regarding  the  regulation  of  pro¬ 
duction  and  marketing  of  sugar  signed 
at  London  on  May  6,  1937. 

I  also  transmit,  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate,  the  report  made  to  me  by 
the  Under  Secretary  of  State  with  re¬ 
spect  to  this  matter. 

Harry  S.  Truman. 

The  White  House,  June  7,  1951. 

(Enclosures:  (1)  Report  of  the  Under 
Secretary  of  State;  (2)  certified  copy  of 
protocol  of  August  31,  1950.) 

EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  a  message  from  the 
President  of  the  United  States  submit¬ 
ting  sundry  nominations,  which  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services. 

(For  nominations  this  day  received, 
see  the  end  of  Senate  proceedings. ) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Reports 
of  committees  are  in  ordter.  If  there  be 
none,  the  clerk  will  s^ate  the  nomina¬ 
tions  on  the  executive  calendar. 

UNITED  STATES-blSTRICT  JUDGE 

The  legislative plerk  read  the  nomina¬ 
tion  of  Joe  Warren  Sheehy,  of  Texas,  to 
be  United  States  district  judge  for  the 
eastern  district  of  Texas. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  the  nomination  is  con¬ 
firmed. 

POSTMASTERS 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  read 
sundry  nominations  of  postmasters. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  nomina¬ 


tions  of  postmasters  be  confirmed  en 
bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  the  postmaster  nomina¬ 
tions  are  confirmed  en  bloc. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  now  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  President  be  im¬ 
mediately  notified  of  these  confirma¬ 
tions. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

RECESS 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  As  in  legislative 
session,  I  move  that  the  Senate  now 
stand  in  recess  until  12  o’clock  noon  to¬ 
morrow. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  (at  3 
o’clock  and  32  minutes  p.  m.)  the  Senate 
took  a  recess  until  tomorrow,  Friday, 
June  8,  1951,  at  12  o’clock  meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 

Executive  nominations  received  by  the 
Senate  June  7  (legislative  day  of  May 
17), 1951; 

In  the  Navy 

Alan.  G.  Lewis  (Naval  ROTC)  to  be  an 
ensign  In  the  Supply  Corps  of  the  Navy,  in 
lieu  of  ensign  in  the  Navy  as  previously 
nominated  and  confirmed  to  correct  name. 

Richard  Y.  Kelly  (civilian  college  gradu¬ 
ate)  to  be  a  second  lieutenant  in  tlje  Marine 
Corps.  \  / 

The  following-named  women  (civilian  col¬ 
lege  graduates)  to  be  ensigns  In  the  Navy: 
Rosemary  D.  Arenth  Betty  R.  Kunzman 

Kathleen  D.  Beck  Diana  McNair 

Marion  C.  Brenner  Bertha  S.  Miller 

Emily  J.  Byrd  Mary  V.  Moore 

Nancy  J.  Chapman  Faye  P.  Overton 
Shirley  J.  Clare  Frances  MacD.  Patch 

Mary  T.  Connors  Bette  J.  Pickett 

Yvonne  C.  Mary-Jeannette  M. 

Fossenkemper  Rayner 

Nellie  M.  Grieve  Louise  B.  Rogerson 

Louise  E.  Griffin  Agnes  J.  Rupp 

Elizabeth  Hart  Mary  E.  Sheffels 

George  Hodges  Suzanne  S.  Shera 

Mitzie  L.  Jacobson  Margaret  F.  Smith 

Ethel  R.  Klein  Ann  Thompson 

Sibyl  L.  Kuhnle  Ruth  V.  Whitfield 

The  following-named  women  (civilian 
college  graduates)  to  be  ensigns  in  the  Sup¬ 
ply  Corps  of  the  Navy: 

Elizabeth  L.  Childers 

Clair  Cook 

The  following-named  (civilian  college 
graduates)  to  the  grades  indicated  in  the 
Medical  Corps  of  the  Navy: 

LIEUTENANT  COMMANDER 

Rufus  J.  Pearson,  Jr. 

LIEUTENANTS  (JUNIOR  GRADE) 

Robert  H.  Palmer,  Jr.  Roger  P.  Smitley 
Clifford  C.  Roosa  James  N.  Waggoner 

Fitzhugh  N.  Hamrick  to  be  a  lieutenant 
(junior  grade)  in  the  Dental  Corps  of  the 
Navy. 

The  following-named  to  be  ensigns  in  the 
Nurse  Corps  of  the  Navy: 

Belva  L.  Coole  Rachel  A.  Nantz 

Winifred  L.  Copeland  Virginia  Marfia 
June  M.  Elsesser  Margaret  E.  Nix 
Evelyn  C.  Foht  Mary  L.  O'Donnell 

Susan  M.  Hanley  Elizabeth  Pope 

Mary  H.  Harris  Julia  E.  Scarcello 

Viola  M.  Hofer  Dorothy  J.  Shields 

Regina  M.  Holland  Iris  M.  Stock 
Wanda  J.  Humphrey  Mary  T.  Taylor 
Barbara  J.  Hundley  Annie  R.  White 
Dorothy  V.  Krause 

The  following-named  officers  to  the  grade 
Indicated  in  the  line  of  the  Navy,  for  limited 
duty  only: 

ENSIGNS 

Albert  Antar  Arthur  A.  Bish 

Harold  S.  Birdsong  Donald  “D”  Butler 


John  J.  Bramblett,  Jr.  Aulcey  D.  Mosley  . 
Francis  E.  C'arnicom  Sylvester  F.  Norm 
John  T.  Childs  James  P.  Padgett 

Earl  D.  Christensen.  John  K.  Pegues,  Jr. 
John  H.  Church  Robert  Pescott 

Ernest  L.  Cobern  Everett  p«'  Peugh 
James  E.  Criner  Loyd  G.  Peterson,  Jr. 

Peter  DellaRocca  Robert  E.  Pierce 

Frank  Dievendorff  Joseph  E.  Pinning 

Charles  A.  Dodd  Harry  B.  Pitcher,  Jr. 
Philip  M.  Dyer  Wilbur  P.  Powers 

Otis  E.  Engelman  Walter  A.  Ramsey 
George  J.  Evans  /Garlin  R.  Read 
Julius  E.  Fuchs  /  Irvin  W.  Reed 
Adolph  J.  Furtek  Albert  R.  Reid 

Robert  D.  Gale  Benjamin  G.  Sailors 

Bernard  H.  Garrfett  William  G.  Sandberg 
Homer  A.  Giddens  Albert  G.  Sentman 
Herman  E.  Goebel,  Jr.  Elroy  J.  Shafer 
William  L.  Halleck  George  T.  Sinclair,  Jr. 
Theodore  p.  Henrikson  Jack  D.  Smith 
James  “B”  Hobbs  George  Stenke 

John  C:  Hounihan  Joseph  St.  Marie 

Donnie  W.  Huckaby  Preston  G.  Thomas 
William  L.  Hutton  Ted  K.  Tillotson 
Jack  R.  Ingram  William  O.  Thomson 
Robert  G.  Jacks  Jackson  M.  Tomsky 

Cecil  King  Mike  J.  Trens 

Everett  N.  Leach  John  C.  Valek 

William  R.  Leibold  William  McK.  Villines, 

John  D.  Lewallen  Jr. 

Jpe  J.  Lilienfeld  Willard  F.  Waterfield, 

Eugene  J.  McGuire  Jr. 

George  W.  Macauley  Arthur  C.  White 
Armido  E.  Mancini  George  W.  Whitman 
Richard  E.  Mikkelsen  Raymond  O.  Wilkinson 
Peter  E.  Moll,  Jr.  William  R.  Yarwood 
Robert  L.  Moore 

The  following-named  officers  to  the  grade 
indicated  in  the  Supply  Corps  of  the  Navy, 
for  limited  duty  only: 

ENSIGNS 

Donavon  E.  Abraham  Lowell  A.  Reade 
Charles  H.  McKenzie  Clarence  E.  Reed 
George  W.  Nelson 

The  following-named  officers  to  the  grade 
Indicated  in  the  Civil  Engineer  Corps  of  the 
Navy,  for  limited  duty  only: 

ENSIGNS 

David  H.  Bodtke 

Robert  A.  Martin 


CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive  nominations  confirmed  by 
the  Senate  June  7  (legislative  day  of 
May  17),  1951: 

United  States  District  Judge 
Joe  Warren  Sheehy,  to  be  United  States 
district  judge  for  the  eastern  district  of 
Texas. 

Postmasters 

INDIANA 

Ross  A.  Hancher,  Elwood. 

Claude  B.  Holder,  Hope. 

Norman  Bretz,  Huntingburg. 

Paul  V.  Geiger,  Markle. 

Frank  S.  Anderson,  Salem. 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Harper  T.  Gerry,  Shelburne  Falls. 

MICHIGAN 
Lillian  M.  Dewey,  Alden. 

Thomas  H.  Branigan,  Auburn. 

Charles  E.  Wesner,  Buchanan. 

J.  Donald  Van  Sickle,  Carson  City. 

Arthur  G.  Warlick,  Jr.,  Colon. 

Vernon  P.  McGuire,  Detour. 

Albert  C.  Johnston,  Palmyra. 

John  S.  Miller,  Rapid  River. 

NEW  YORK 

John  D.  Allardice,  Hudson. 

PENNSYLVANIA 

William  Lester  Davis,  Peach  Glen. 

WASHINGTON 

Hugh  A.  Miller,  Granite  Falls. 

Sanford  M.  Lord,  Kelso. 


House  of  Representatives 


The  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon,  and 
wa\called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  pro 
tempore,  Mr.  McCormack. 

Rev.  Paul  J.  Harrell,  pastor.  Memorial 
Baptist  Church,  Arlington,  Va.,  offered 
the  following  prayer: 

Eternal  God,  ruler  of  the  universe, 
remembering  Hhy  commandment  “to 
have  no  other  gads  before  Thee”  and 
realizing  that  such,  priority  is  right  and 
good,  we  pledge  to  Thee  our  highest  al¬ 
legiance.  Keep  us  true  to  that  pledge 
that  we  may  be  true  to  ourselves,  our 
work,  and  our  Nation.  \ 

Spirit  of  the  Living  God,  fall  fresh 
upon  us.  Invade  the  shore  lin,es  of  our 
lives  and  instead  of  repulsing  Thee  with 
self-sufficiency  and  pride,  as  so  often 
we  have,  we  will  welcome  Thee  as  the 
rightful  possessor  and  ruler  of  our  live,s. 

We  know,  O  God,  that  no  one  can  im¬ 
prove  the  world  so  drastically  and  speed¬ 
ily  as  is  now  needed  except  Thyself,  but 
we  know  You  will  not  change  it  apart 
from  our  cooperation.  Direct  today  the 
President,  this  body,  and  all  who  seek  to 
cooperate  with  Thee  toward  that  end. 
In  our  Saviour’s  name.  Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of 
yesterday  was  read  and  approved. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate,  by  Mr. 
Carrell,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced  that 
the  Senate  had  passed  a  bill  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  title,  in  which  the  concurrence  of 
the  House  is  requested: 

S.  75.  An  act  authorizing  the  construction, 
operation,  and  maintenance  of  a  dam  and 
incidental  works  in  the  main  stream  of  the 
Colorado  River  at  Bridge  Canyon,  together 
with  certain  appurtenant  dams  and  canals, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  disagrees  to  the  amendments  of 
the  House  to  the  concurrent  resolution 
(S.  Con.  Res.  11)  entitled  “Concurrent 
resolution  reaffirming  the  friendship  of 
the  American  people  for  all  the  peoples 
of  the  world,  including  the  peoples  of  the 
Soviet  Union”;  requests  a  conference 
with  the  House  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and  appoints 
Mr.  Connally,  Mr.  McMahon,  and  Mr. 
Wiley  to  be  the  conferees  on  the  part  of 
the  Senate. 

CONTESTED  ELECTION  OF  RAYMOND  W. 

KARST  v.  THOMAS  B.  CURTIS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  before 
the  House  the  following  message  from 
the  Clerk  of  the  House  which  was  read 
and,  together  with  the  accompanying 
papers,  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
House  Administration  and  ordered 
printed : 


Thursday,  June  7,  1951 

Office  of  the  Clerk, 

House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  June  7, 1951, 
Honorable  Speaker, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Sir:  From  the  contestant  in  the  contested 
election  case  of  Raymond  W.  Karst  against 
Thomas  B.  Curtis  for  a  seat  in  the  Eighty- 
second  Congress  from  the  Twelfth  Congres¬ 
sional  District  of  Missouri,  I  have  received  a 
statement  including  a  motion  to  dismiss  his 
intention  to  contest  the  seat  of  the  returned 
Member  in  the  said  district. 

This  communication  is  transmitted  to  the 
House  for  reference  to  the  appropriate  com¬ 
mittee. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Ralph  R.  Roberts, 

Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


Mr.  MORANO.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  yes¬ 
terday  I  instructed  my  secretary,  John 
P.  Baxter,  to  secure  a  pair  for  me  against 
LI.  ft.  314,  a  bill  to  provide  for  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  veterans’  hospital  for  Ne¬ 
gro  veterans.  I  find  that  the  Record 
shows  that  I  am  paired  against  the  mo¬ 
tion  to  strike  out  the  enacting  clause. 
This  is  an  inadvertence,  because  I  am 
against  the  bill. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  per¬ 
manent  Record  and  Journal  may  be  cor¬ 
rected  to  show  that  I  was  opposed  to 
H.  R.  314,  and  therefore  in  favor  of  the 
motion  to  strike  out  the  enacting  clause. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Without 
objection,  the  Record  and  the  Journal 
will  be  corrected  accordingly. 

There  was  no  objection. 

PERMISSION  TO  ADDRESS  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  DOYLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
my  remarks. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

THE  LATE  HONORABLE  JOHN  HARLEY 
BURKE 

Mr.  DOYLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
sad  duty  to  perform,  one  which  I  re¬ 
regret  occasion  requires.  It  is  to  an¬ 
nounce  the  passing  of  a  former  able 
Member  of  this  House  on  May  14,  1951, 
the  late  Honorable  John  Harley  Burke, 
who  also  resided  in  my  home  city  of  Long 
Beach  during  most  of  his  lifetime  and 
represented  for  one  term  in  this  House 
the  same  congressional  district  I  now 
represent,  the  Eighteenth  District  of 
California. 

John  Harley  Eurke  was  born  in  Exel- 
slor,  Wis.,  June  2,  1894,  and  moved  to 
Long  Beach  in  1909.  He  and  I  attended 
the  same  high  school  at  Long  Beach.  He 
attended  the  University  of  Santa  Clara, 


Calif.,  and  the  law  department  of  th? 
University  of  Southern  California  at  J>os 
Angeles,  with  a  splendid  record.  He-was 
admitted  to  the  bar  of  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  in  1917  and  commenced  promptly 
law  practice  in  Long  Beach,  Calif.,  and 
established  a  large  law  practice. 

During  the  First  World  War,  he  served 
as  a  private  in  the  Twelfth  Training  Bat¬ 
tery  Field  Artillery,  Camp  Taylor,  Ky., 
in  1918. 

After  he  returned  to  Long  Beach  from 
one  term  in  Congress — the  Seventy- 
third  session,  March  4,  1933,  to  January 
3,  1935 — he  engaged  in  the  oil  business 
as  an  independent  producer.  He  was  not 
a  candidate  for  reelection  to  Congress. 
He  was  a  life  member  of  the  Elks  and  a 
member  of  the  American  Legion. 

I  personally  knew  him  from  the  year 
1909.  He  was  recognized  as  a  very  able, 
kindly,  generous  friend  of  a  large  circle 
of  loyal  friends.  I  know  his  wife  and 
children  personally;  they  are  fine  folks. 
She  is  a  lovely  and  loyal  w'ife.  His  chil¬ 
dren  are  all  adults.  I  am  sure  that  the 
House  joins  with  me  in  expressing  un¬ 
derstanding  sympathy  to  his  family  and 
his  loved  ones.  His  membership  in  this 
Congress-  was  on  the  Democratic  side  of 
the  political  aisle.  I  shall  always  recall 
with  pleasure  my  teaming  up  with  him 
on  a  speaking  team  for  the  support  of 
the  Liberty  bonds  during  the  First  World 
War.  He  was  a  very  able  and  eloquent 
speaker  in  support  of  his  position  in 
public  debate  or  in  the  courtroom.  I 
appreciate  your  joining  with  me  in  ex¬ 
tending  sympathy  to  his  family  at  Long 
Beach. 

SPECIAL  ORDER  GRANTED 

Mr.  BRYSON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  today 
for  15  minutes,  following  any  special  or¬ 
ders  heretofore  entered. 

PERMISSION  TO  ADDRESS  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  EDWIN  ARTHUR  HALL.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  ad¬ 
dress  the  House  for  1  minute  and  to  re¬ 
vise  and  extend  my  remarks. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

DOWN  PAYMENT  ON  AUTOMOBILES 

Mr.  EDWIN  ARTHUR  HALL.  Mr. 
Speaker,  from  reports  I  am  receiving 
back  home,  new  and  used  automobiles 
are  piling  up  in  warehouses  and  show¬ 
rooms  to  the  sorrow  of  the  American 
public  who  would  like  to  buy  them  but 
cannot. 

There  are  plenty  of  willing  purchasers 
but  they  just  cannot  save  the  necessary 
one-third  down  payment. 
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Millions  of  Soviet  women  groan  be¬ 
neath  the  yoke  of  forced  heavy  labor  duties 
whiclKare  imposed  upon  them  like  cattle. 

(f)  The  workers  of  the  Soviet  Union,  far 
from  being  the  proletarian  beneficiaries, 
have  stranaed  beneath  the  heavy  bondage 
of  Soviet  orders  which  completely  govern 
their  miserable  wages,  horrible  hours,  and 
impossible  working  conditions.  Labor’s  so- 
called  trade-unions  are  a  travesty. 

(g)  The  dissatisfied  peasantry,  which  was 
once  enticed  to  supfcrort  Lenin  on  the  theory 
that  he  would  give  'Uiem  land,  remembers 
the  brutal  slaughter  of  their  millions  dur¬ 
ing  the  1920’s,  and  has  resisted  the  farm  col¬ 
lectivization  movement  \yer  since  its  be¬ 
ginnings. 

(h)  The  most  grieved  grotto  of  all  are  the 
untold  numbers  who  are  trapped  in  Soviet 
forced-labor  camps,  working  under  condi¬ 
tions  as  barbarous  as  the  evil  mind  of  men 
can  devise,  working  until  they  cb;op  from 
sheer  starvation  and  exhaustion. 

The  whole  Soviet  structure  from  \op  to 
bottom  is  in  effect  enmeshed  in  a  sicke 
pattern  of  mutual  hatreds,  deep-seated’ 
tagonisms  for  power  and  all  of  the 
fatal  features  of  a  dictatorship. 

So  I  urge  that  our  American  information 
program,  instead  of  being  a  powder-puff 
affair  should  hit  and  hit  hard  in  boldly  ex¬ 
ploiting  these  grievances  of  every  single  one 
of  these  groups.  By  intelligence  and  imagi¬ 
nation,  we  can  separate  the  masses  of  Russia 
from  the  relative  handful  which  controls 
their  destinies.  We  can  appeal  to  each  group 
in  the  Soviet  population  in  terms  that  it 
will  best  understand,  based  on  its  own  self- 
interests.  We  can  appeal  in  terms  of  our 
deep  appreciation  of  the  finest  in  Russia’s 
cultural,  scientific,  and  other  history. 

This  does  not  mean  that  our  task  will 
be  easy.  On  the  contrary,  it  will  be  diffi¬ 
cult.  It  will  take  an  immense  understand¬ 
ing  on  our  part;  it  will  take  the  most  careful 
and  logical  analysis  of  the  whole  nature  of 
Soviet  society,  of  Russian  events  in  centuries 
gone  by,  of  the  Russian  character.  But  we 
can  fan  the  flames  of  tension  until  they 
burn  in  white  heat  throughout  Russia. 

The  American  people  should  not,  however, 
expect  a  revolution  in  that  ironclad-con¬ 
trolled  regime.  We  have  learned  that  mod¬ 
ern  armies,  however  small  they  are,  can  usu¬ 
ally  control  massed  millions  of  cowed  and 
unarmed  people. 

Every  bit  of  disturbance  and  antagonism, 
however,  that  we  can  fan  is  that  much  to 
the  good.  We  can  create  so  much  trouble 
for  Russia-  in  her  own  backyard  that  she 
will  shrink  back  from  engaging  in  foreign 


and  I  wish  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez]  would  give  heed  to  my  re¬ 
quest — for  the  present  consideration  of 
the  joint  resolution.  I  am  certain  it  will 
take  very  little,  if  any,  time  to  consider 
the  joint  resolution.  If  it  should  develop 
that  its  consideration  will  require  any 
considerable  amount  of  time,  I  shall 
withdraw  my  request. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  joint 
resolution  will  be  read  by  title  for  the 
information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  joint  reso¬ 
lution  (S.  J.  Res.  51)  providing  for  the 
United  States  participation  in  the  cele¬ 
bration  at  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  of  the  one 
hundred  and  seventy-fifth  anniversary 
of  the  signing  of  the  Declaration  of 
Independence. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  joint  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  joint  resolu¬ 
tion  which  had  been  reported  from  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary  with  amend- 
s,  on  page  2,  line  14,  after  the  name 
^iladelphia”  to  insert  “if  those  officials^ 
to  recommend  any  such  persons?; 
on  page  3,  line  6,  after  the  word  “uni¬ 
versities’’,  to  strike  out  “and  colleges” 
and  insert  “colleges,  patriotic  organiza¬ 
tions  andX^roups”;  on  page  4^  line  3, 
after  the  ward  “section.”,  to  insert  “No 
person  employed  by  the  commission  un¬ 
der  the  authority  of  sectioh  3  of  this 
resolution  shall  ’continue  to  receive  any 
salary,  wage,  or  remuneration  of  any 
kind  by  virtue  of,  this  resolution  after  the 
date  on  whichi  the  ’commission  ceases 
to  exist.”;  in  line, 8„ after  the  word  “ap¬ 
point”,  to  strike  out  tb,e  comma  and 
“without  regard  to  the  civil  service  laws, 
such  employees  as  are  necessary  to  the 
performance  of  its  function^,’’  and  in¬ 
sert  “not  more  than  two  employees  in 
one  year”/  and  on  page  5,  aftekline  5, 
to  strikqmut: 

Sec.  5'.  The  Postmaster  General  shall  is¬ 
sue  a  (Special  stamp  for  the  commemorat 
of  the  one  hundred  and  seventy-fifth 
versary  of  the  signing  of  the  Declaration 
Independence.  Such  stamp  shall  be  issued' 
In  such  denomination  and  design,  and  for 


aggression,  for  fear  of  collapse  on  the  home  such  period  beginning  July  4,  1951,  as  the 
front-  Postmaster  General  may  determine  to  be 

appropriate. 


In  addition,  of  course,  we  can  and  should' 
continue  our  appeals  to  the  enslaved  foreign 
satellite  peoples  who  hungrily  yearn  for  their 
independence.  / 

I  repeat  in  conclusion,  the  people  of  Rus¬ 
sia  and  the  puppet  states  can  be  America’s 
greatest  allies.  Why?  Because  thp  common 
people,  like  ourselves,  want  naught  but  peace 
and  freedom.  They  have  no  4uarrel  with 
us;  we  have  no  quarrel  with  them.  Our 
only  difficulties  arise  in  connection  with  the 
power-drunk  men  who  enslave  them. 

ONE  HUNDRED  AND  SEVENTY-FIFTH  AN¬ 
NIVERSARY  OF  SIGNING  OF  DECLARA¬ 
TION  OF  INDEPENDENCE 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Yesterday,  in  behalf 
of  the  two  Senators  from  the  State  of 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Martin  and  Mr. 
Duff]  I  took  up  with  the  majority  leader 
the  question  of  consideration  of  Senate 
Joint  Resolution  51,  providing  for  United 
States  participation  in  the  celebration 
at  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  of  the  one  hundred 
and  seventy-fifth  anniversary  of  the 
signing  of  the  Declaration  of  Independ¬ 
ence.  I  now  ask  unanimous  consent — 


So  as  to  make  the  joint  resolution 
read : 

Resolved,  etc.,  That  (a)  there  is  hereby 
created  a  commission  to  be  composed  of 
12  members,  as  follows:  Two  officers  of  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government 
to  be  appointed  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States;  two  Members  of  the  Senate 
to  be  appointed  by  the  President  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate;  two  Members  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  to  be  appointed  by  the  Speaker 
of  the  House;  and  six  persons  who  are  not 
officers  or  employees  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  be  appointed  by  the  President  of 
the  United  States,  three  upon  recommenda¬ 
tion  of  the  Governor  of  the  Commonwealth 
of  Pennsylvania  and  three  upon  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  mayor  of  the  city  of  Phila¬ 
delphia  if  those  officials  desire  to  recommend 
any  such  persons'.  Any  vacancy  in  the  mem¬ 
bership  of  such  commission  shall  be  filled 
in  the  same  manner  as  the  original  appoint¬ 
ment. 

(b)  The  commissioners  shall  serve  with¬ 
out  compensation  and  shall  select  a  chair¬ 
man  from  among  their  number. 


Sec.  2.  (a)  It  shall  be  the  function  of  the 
commission,  in  cooperation  with  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania 
and  the  government  of  the  city  of  Bhila- 
delphia,  (1)  to  prepare  a  plan  for  appropriate 
ceremonies  at  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  oiyjuly  4, 
1951,  to  observe  and  celebrate  the /One  hun¬ 
dred  and  seventy-fifth  anniversary  of  the 
signing  of  the  Declaration  of  Independence, 
and  (2)  to  execute  such  plan.,' 

(b)  In  performing  the  functions  set  forth 
in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the  com¬ 
mission  may — 

(1)  prepare,  print,  and  distribute  to  pub¬ 
lic  libraries,  public  schools,  universities,  col¬ 
leges,  patriotic  organizations,  and  groups 
material  containing' such  historical  data  as 
the  commission  rpay  deem  desirable  to  ac¬ 
quaint  the  public  with  the  nature  and  sig¬ 
nificance  of  tbg  celebration; 

(2)  if  the  eommission  deems  it  advisable, 
invite  the  participation  of  other  nations  in 
the  celebration,  and  arrange  for  such  par¬ 
ticipation'  with  the  governments  of  such 
nations,-' 

(3)  /accept  contributions  of  money  and 
material  for  expenditure  for  use  in  the 
various  activities  of  the  commission; 

/(4)  do  all  other  things  it  deems  necessary 
A  appropriate  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 

/  this  joint  resolution. 

(c)  The  commission  shall  submit  to  the 
Congress,  on  or  before  March  1,  1952,  a  report 
of  its  activities,  together  with  a  detailed 
statement  of  the  manner  of  expenditures  of 
any  funds  appropriated  pursuant  to  the 
authorization  contained  in  section  3  (b). 

(d)  The  commission  shall  cease  to  exist  30 
days  after  it  submits  the  report  required  by 
subsection  (c)  of  this  section.  No  person 
employed  by  the  commission  under  the 
authority  of  section  3  of  this  resolution  shall 
continue  to  receive  any  salary,  wage,  or 
remuneration  of  any  kind  by  virtue  of  this 
resolution  after  the  date  on  which  the  com¬ 
mission  ceases  to  exist. 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  commission  may  appoint 
not  more  than  two  employees  in  1  year  and 
may  fix  the  compensation  of  such  employees 
without  regard  to  the  Classification  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended.  The  commission  may 
make  such  expenditures  as  are  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  joint  resolu¬ 
tion,  including  expenditures  for  printing  and 
binding  and  expenditures  for  necessary 
traveling  and  subsistence  expenses  of  com¬ 
missioners  and  of  employees  of  the  commis¬ 
sion  in  accordance  with  the  Travel  Expense 
Act  of  1949.  All  expenditures  of  the  com¬ 
mission  shall  be  allowed  and  paid  upon 
presentation  of  itemized  vouchers  therefor, 
approved  by  the  chairman  of  the  commission. 

"4  b)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  commission  such  sums, 
not  'to  exceed  $100,000  in  the  aggregate,  as 
may  b\  necessary  for  the  performance  of  its 
functions. 

Sec.  4.  Upon  the  request  of  the  commis¬ 
sion,  the  li^ads  of  the  various  Federal  agen¬ 
cies  (including  the  Library  of  Congress)  may 
collect,  prepare,  and  lend  documents,  articles, 
and  other  exhibits  which,  in  their  judgment, 
will  serve  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 


joint  resolution.  \ 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mf.  President,  on  be 
half  of  the  Senators  from  Pennsylvania, 
I  offer  an  amendment  to  the  joint  reso¬ 
lution,  which  I  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT. '  The  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  2, 
lines  22  and  23,  it  is  proposed vto  strike 
out  “and  the  government  of  the  city  of 
Philadelphia”  and  in  lieu  thereof  insert 
a  comma  and  the  following:  “the  gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  and 
the  Commission  for  the  Commemoration 
of  the  One  Hundredth  and  Seventy-fifth 
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Anniversary  of  the  Signing  of  the  Decla¬ 
ration  of  Independence.” 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  ft;  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  the  engrossment  and  third 
reading  ok  the  joint  resolution. 

The  joint  resolution  (S.  J.  Res.  51) 
was  ordered,  to  be  engrossed  for  a  third 
reading,  read,  the  third  time,  and  passed. 

The  preamble  was  agreed  to,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Whereas  the  one  hundred  and  seventy-fifth 
anniversary  of  the  adoption  of  the  Declara¬ 
tion  of  Independence  will  occur  on  July  4, 
1951;  and  \ 

Whereas  it  is  desirable  to  accord  suitable 
recognition  of  the  value  of  the  precepts  cf 
the  Declaration  in  sustaining  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  Stages  as  a  strong  bul¬ 
wark  against  totalitarianism;  and 

Whereas  fitting  ceremonies  to  commemo¬ 
rate  this  anniversary  are  in-process  of  prepa¬ 
ration,  such  ceremonies  to\be  held  in  the 
city  of  Philadelphia  during  the  week  of  July  1 
to  July  7,  1951:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez]  and  also  the 
majority  leader  [Mr.  McFarland]  for 
helping  to  expedite  consideration  of  the 
joint  resolution.  Time  is  of  the  Essence 
in  its  passage.  \ 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nebraska  might  include  \the 
Chair  in  his  expression  of  thanks. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  would  certainly  like 
to  underscore  my  expression  of  thanks, 
to  the  Chair  if  that  could  be  done  in 
the  Congressional  Record,  or  if  that 
cannot  be  done  in  the  Congressional 
Record  I  should  like  to  have  it  appeay' 
in  bold  type.  / 

CORRESPONDENCE  BETWEEN  THE  PRESI¬ 
DENT  AND  MR.  RICHARDSON  OVER. /HIS 

RESIGNATION  AS  CHAIRMAN  OF /  THE 

SUBVERSIVE  ACTIVITIES  CONTROL 

BOARD 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President'1  yester¬ 
day  morning  the  newspapers  announced 
the  resignation  of  Seth  W.  Richardson 
as  Chairman  and  member  of  the  Sub¬ 
versive  Activities  Control  Board.  He  is 
one  of  the  outstanding  citizens  of  the 
United  States.  He  formerly  lived  in 
North  Dakota.  I  have  secured  from  him 
the  correspondence  thaf  passed  between 
President  Truman  and  himself  at  the 
time  of  his  resignation,  and  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  letter  sent  by  Mr. 
Richardson  to  President  Truman,  under 
date  of  June  6,  1961,  and  the  letter  re¬ 
ceived  by  Mr.  Richardson  from  Presi¬ 
dent  Truman  on  the  same  date,  may  be 
printed  in  the  body  of  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

June  6,  1951. 

The  President, 

The  White  House. 

Dear  MR.  President:  I  hereby  present  to 
you  my  resignation  as  Chairman  and  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Subversive  Activities  Control 
Board,  to  take  effect  June  30,  1951.  To  my 
surprise,  disgust,  and  discomfiture,  I  have 
just  been  advised  by  my  doctors  that  it  is 
imperative  that  I  be  at  once  hospitalized  for 
Immediate,  extensive,  critical  surgical  atten¬ 
tion  which  they  advise  will  probably  inca¬ 
pacitate  me  for  several  months. 


The  Board  is  presently  carrying  on  a  hear¬ 
ing  of  vital  national  importance,  under  great 
difficulties,  and  I  feel  that  it  would  not  be 
the  public,  or  my  own,  interest  for  me/to 
remain  indefinitely  as  an  inactive  member 
and  Chairman  under  the  physical  situation 
which  presently  confronts  me. 

I  keenly  regret  not  having  yet  been  afforded 
a  proper,  timely  opportunity  for  suitable  con¬ 
sideration  for  confirmation  by  the  Senate, 
but  regardless  of  the  merits  of  this  delay  and 
my  intense  wish  to  meet  the  issue,  my  doctors 
will  not  permit  me  to  defer  my  medical 
necessities  longer. 

I  deeply  appreciate  the  fai.th  and  esteem 
you  have  shown  me,  a  lifelong,  contentious 
Republican,  in  affording  me  opportunities  to 
engage  in  important  nonpartisan  public 
services,  free  from  any  suggestion  of  political 
motives,  and  so  intimately  affecting  the  vital 
field  of  national  loyalties. 

I  leave  these  tasks  now  with  the  feeling 
that  in  my  performance  of  them  I  have  ac¬ 
complished  the  most  worthy  work  I  have  ever 
done.  I  am  deeply  grateful  to  you  for  ex¬ 
tending  such  an  opportunity  for  public 
service,  and  I  regret  that  the  important  mat¬ 
ters  of  health  to  which  I  have  referred,  re¬ 
quire  me  to  end,  at  least  for  the  present,  any 
further  public  activities. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Seth  W.  Richardson, 

Chairman. 

The  White  House, 
Washington,  June  6,  1951. 
Hon.  Seth  W.  Richardson, 

Cliairman,  Subversive  Activities  Control 
Board,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Richardson:  It  is  with  reluc¬ 
tance  and  heartfelt  regret  that  I  accept  your 
resignation  as  Chairman  and  member  of  the 

Zubversive  Activities  Control  Board. 

I  do  not  want  to  let  you  go  and  it  if  were 
not  for  the  most  compelling  reason  of  your 
'  health  I  would  insist  on  yoUr  staying. 

Ever  since  you  returned  to  duty  in  the 
Government,  on  November  11,  1947,  as  Chair¬ 
man  of  the  Loyalty  Review  Board,  you  have 
been  guarding  our  security  against  subver¬ 
sion  and  protecting  our  heritage  of  consti- 
tional  government. 

Yot^  brought  to  the  Federal  loyalty  pro¬ 
gram  a  balanced,  mature  judgment  and  a 
leadership  which  resulted  in  the  rooting  out, 
from  our  Government,  of  the  guilty  while 
always  protecting  the  innocent.  Your  mag¬ 
nificent  performance  on  the  Loyalty  Review 
Board  prorhpted  me  last  October  to  appoint 
you  as  Chairman  and  member  of  the  Sub¬ 
versive  Activities  Control  Board. 

I  noted  with,  a  chuckle  your  description  of 
yourself  as  “a  'lifelong,  contentious  Repub¬ 
lican.”  The  job  to  which  I  called  you  de¬ 
manded  integrity,  discretion,  sound  judg¬ 
ment,  and  ability\to  view  all  problems,  no 
matter  how  complex,  with  complete  detach¬ 
ment  and  objectivity.  Those  qualities  you 
possess  in  abundance.  Best  of  all  you  “don’t 
panic  easy.”  V 

I  wanted  a  man  who,  despite  all  pressures, 
no  matter  the  source,  whether  from  within 
or  without,  would  guard  the  public  interest — 
the  national  security — with  singleness  of 
purpose.  In  you  I  found  the  man  who  met 
the  specifications  above  outlined. 

I  agree  with  you  that  as  you  leave  these 
tasks  you  are  justified  in  the  feeling  that 
in  your  performance  of  them  you  have  ac¬ 
complished  the  most  worthy  work  you  have 
ever  done. 

Since  you  are  faced  with  an  immediate 
decision  regarding  your  health  I  cannot 
stand  in  the  way  of  your  meeting  it.  With 
deepest  regret,  therefore,  I  acquiesce  in  your 
wish  and  accept  your  resignation,  effective  at 
the  close  of  business  on  June  30,  next. 

With  every  good  wish, 

Gratefully  and  sincerely, 

Harry  S.  Truman. 


LABOR-FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1952 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  3709)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Labor, 
the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and  related 
independent  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
understands  that  all  amendments  to  the 
appropriation  bill  have  been  disposed  of 
except  one,  which  the  clerk  will  state. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  41, 
after  line  24,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out: 

Sec.  7C3.  No  part  of  any  appropriations  or 
authorizations  contained  in  this  act  shall  be 
used  to  pay  the  compensation  of  any  incum¬ 
bent  appointed  to  any  civil  office  or  position 
which  may  become  vacant  during  the  fiscal 
year  beginning  on  July  1,  1951:  Provided, 
That  this  inhibition  shall  not  apply — 

(a)  to  not  to  exceed  25  percent  of  all  such 
vacancies. 

(b)  to  positions  filled  from  within  the 
agency. 

(c)  to  offices  or  positions  required  by  law 
to  be  filled  by  appointment  of  the  President 
by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent'  of  the 
Senate. 

(d)  to  nurses,  doctors,  or  other  medical 
personnel,  including  orderlies,  in  the  Public 
Health  Service,  St.  Elizabeths  Hospital,  and 
Freedmen’s  Hospital. 

(e)  to  employees  in  grades  C.  P.  C.  1  and  2. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  does 
that  complete  the  committee  amend¬ 
ments? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  That  com¬ 
pletes  the  committee  amendments.  The 
bill  is  open  to  amendment  from  the  floor. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  roll  was  called,  and  the  following 
Senators  answered  to  their  names: 


Aiken 

Green 

McMahon 

Anderson 

Hayden 

Monroney 

Bennett 

Hendrickson 

Moody 

Benton 

Hennings 

Morse 

Brewster 

Hickenlooper 

Mundt 

Bridges 

Hill 

Nixon 

Butler,  Md. 

Hoey 

O’Conor 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Hunt 

O'Mahoney 

Byrd 

Ives 

Pas  tore 

Cain 

Jenner 

Robertson 

Capehart 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Russell 

Carlson 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Saltonstall 

Chavez 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Schoeppel 

Clements 

Kefauver 

Smathers 

Connally 

Kem 

Smith,  Maine 

Cordon 

Kilgore 

Sparkman 

Dirksen 

Langer 

Stennis 

Douglas 

Lehman 

Taft 

Duff 

Lodge 

Thye 

Dworshak 

Long 

Underwood 

Eastland 

Magnuson 

Watkins 

Ecton 

Malone 

Welker 

Ellender 

Maybank 

Wherry 

Ferguson 

McCarthy 

Wiley 

Flanders 

McClellan 

Williams 

Frear 

McFarland 

Young 

George 

McKellar 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Fulbright]  and  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  [Mr.  Holland]  are  absent  by  leave  of 
the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Gillette] 
is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey],  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Kerr],  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  McCarran],  the  Senator  from  West 
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Virginia  [Mr.  Neely],  and  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Smith]  are 
absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mur¬ 
ray]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate 
on  official  business,  having  been  appoint¬ 
ed  a  representative  of  our  Government 
to  attend  the  International  Labor  Con¬ 
ference  being  held  in  Geneva,  Switzer¬ 
land. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Brick  - 
er],  the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
Millikin]  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Smith]  are  necessarily  ab¬ 
sent. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Case]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  on 
official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Martin]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Knowland]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Tobey]  is  absent  on  official  business 
of  the  Committee  on  Crime  Investiga¬ 
tion. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  A  quorum  is 
present.  The  bill  is  open  to  amendment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  on  page  2  to  strike  out  lines  13  and 
14  and  to  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure 
“$1,000,000.” 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  state  the  amendment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  merely  move  that 
on  page  2  lines  12  and  13  be  stricken 
from  the  bill,  and  that  in  lieu  of  the 
figure  “$1,400,000”  there  be  inserted  the 
figure  “$1,000,000.” 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page 
2  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  all  of  lines 
12  and  13,  and  in  lieu  thereof  insert  the 
figure  “$1,000,000.” 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  the 
reason  for  my  offering  the  amendment  is 
that  the  employment  figures  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  show  that  at  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  1949  there  were  altogether 
3,537  employees  in  the  Department. 
There  was  an  increase  of  employees  in 
the  Department  of  50  percent  in  1949 
and  16  percfent  during  1950.  During  1951 
the  Department  intends  to  increase  the 
number  of  employees  still  further.  I  see 
no  reason  why  we  should  not  cut  the 
figure  back  at  this  time.  If  we  wish  to 
reduce  appropriations  this  is  one  way 
of  getting  underway  in  that  direction.  I 
believe  the  time  has  come  for  us  to  cut 
as  much  as  we  can,  and  I  think  such  cuts 
should  be  made  not  only  in  the  field 
service,  but  also  in  the  office  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary, 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  go  along  with  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  in  his  amendment.  I  know  he 
wishes  to  save  money.  But  so  does  the 
subcommittee.  In  our  figure  we  are  $25,- 
823  below  last  year’s  appropriation.  We 
are  $75,000  below  the  budget  estimate  for 
1952.  I  repeat  that  the  subcommittee 
certainly  has  tried  to  save  some  money. 
As  between  the  House  figures  and  the 
Senate  figures,  the  bill  as  reported  to  the 
Senate  is  $112,867,530  under  the  House 


allowance.  It  is  $215,914,929  under  the 
budget  estimates.  I  consider  that  the 
committee  went  the  limit  in  seeking  to 
bring  about  a  reduction,  and  I  feel  that 
no  further  cut  in  this  particular  item 
should  be  made.  If  a  further  cut  were 
made  it  would  interfere  with  the  proper 
functions  of  Government.  The  report  of 
the  subcommittee  was  submitted  unani¬ 
mously  by  all  members  of  the  committee, 
representing  both  sides  of  the  aisle.  All 
departments,  including  the  Department 
of  Labor,  were  informed  that  unless  they 
made  cuts  the  committee  would  make 
them. 

What  is  presented  is  the  best  the  com¬ 
mittee  could  in  conscience  do.  We  can¬ 
not  go  further  in  reducing  appropria¬ 
tions  and  still  carry  on  the  functions  of 
the  Government.  Of  course,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  we  could  strike  out  the  whole 
amount,  but  I  should  like  to  ask  any  fair- 
minded  Member  of  this  body  who  desires 
to  have  the  Government  carry  on  wheth¬ 
er  that  would  be  proper.  I  hope  the  Sen¬ 
ate  will  reject  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Williams]  to  the  amendment  of  the 
committee. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  wish  to  say  one 
further  word.  While  what  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  said  is  true,  the  fact 
remains  that  the  appropriations  carried 
in  the  bill  are  $91,000,000  over  and  above 
1951  appropriations.  There  is  no  reason 
why  the  appropriations  cannot  be  cut 
this  year.  There  ^,no  reason  why  the 
departments  cani^  operate  on  as  much 
money  as  they  operated  on  during  last 
year,  In  fact,  they  should  be  able  to 
operate  on  a  lower  amount.  The  only 
way  to  force  them  to  do  so  is  to  make  the 
cuts  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
to  the  amendment  of  the  committee. 
[Putting  the  question.]  The  “ayes”  seem 
to  have  it. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  a  division. 

On  a  division,  the  amendment  to  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  and  send  to  the  desk  my  amendment 
B,  and  ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  2,  it 
is  proposed  to  strike  out  lines  17  and  18, 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$1,575,000.” 

THE  CHIPS  ARE  DOWN 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  we 
now  proceed  to  the  discussion  of  the  first 
of  our  regular  appropriation  bills.  The 
chips  are  down.  In  a  month  or  so  the 
Nation  will  know  whether  Congress  is 
determined  to  eliminate  waste  in  Gov¬ 
ernment,  sacrifice  less-essential  func¬ 
tions,  balance  the  budget,  and  prevent 
inflation;  or  whether  the  Congress  is  re¬ 
luctant  to  eliminate  waste  in  Govern¬ 
ment,  reluctant  to  eliminate  less-neces¬ 


sary  functions;  we  will  know  if  Congress 
will  refuse  to  balance  the  budget,  and 
force  the  Treasury  to  borrow  from  the 
banks,  with  an  inflation  of  credit  and  a 
consequent  increase  in  prices  and  suffer¬ 
ing  to  the  communities  of  the  Nation. 
The  decisions  we  have  to  make  are  im¬ 
portant,  and  it  is  very  desirable  that  the 
membership  of  the  Senate  approach 
them  soberly  and  with  a  view  to  the 
over-all  situation. 

I  should  like  to  speak  very  briefly  on 
the  general  budgetary  situation  which 
faces  us. 

According  to  the  estimates  of  the  ad¬ 
ministration,  as  submitted  in  January, 
it  was  requested  that  Congress  appro¬ 
priate  approximately  $71,500,000,000; 
$41,000,000,000  of  that  sum  was  more  or 
less  directly  for  war  purposes  within  this 
country.  Approximately  $10,000,000,000 
more  was  primarily  for  military  aid  to 
our  allies  and  for  atomic  energy,  making 
a  total  of  approximately  $51,000,000,000, 
leaving  $20,000,000,000  for  other  pur¬ 
poses.  Of  this  $20,000,000,000,  $10,000,- 
000,000  were  for  interest  on  the  public 
debt  and  the  care  of  the  veterans,  leav¬ 
ing  $10,000,000,000  for  nonmilitary  pur¬ 
poses  and  not  for  expenditures  con¬ 
nected  with  past  wars,  but  rather  for 
purely  civil  functions. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the 
President  estimated  at  that  time  that  the 
projected  receipts  for  1951-52,  under  the 
present  scale  of  taxes,  would  amount  to 
approximately  $55,000,000,000,  leaving  an 
estimated  deficit,  as  of  January,  of  about 
$16,500,000,000. 

WE  FACE  A  DEFICIT  OF  $12,500,000,000 

Since  then,  two  things  have  happened : 
Apparently  the  request  for  military  aid 
abroad  is  somewhat  in  excess  of  what 
had  been  contemplated  in  January,  by 
approximately  $1,000,000,000,  indicating 
that  under  the  present  plans  total  ex¬ 
penditures  will  go  up  to  $72,500,000,000. 
It  is  also  true  that  with  the  increased 
scale  of  prices  and  the  increase  in  the 
national  income,  the  present  taxes  will 
yield  more  than  $55,000,000,000,  possibly 
as  much  as  $60,000,000,000,  and  the  defi¬ 
cit  which  we  therefore  face  will  be  ap¬ 
proximately  $12,500,000,000.  But  all  this 
assumes — and  this  is  a  very  significant 
qualification — that  governmental  ex¬ 
penditures  do  not  further  increase  above 
the  $72,500,000,000  level  now  contem¬ 
plated.  They  may  increase  both  because 
of  inflation,  rising  prices  of  the  goods 
which  the  Government  must  buy,  and 
also  from  salary  increases  necessary  to 
protect,  in  part,  governmental  employees 
against  the  impairment  of  real  income 
which  they  have  already  suffered. 

I  understand  that  the  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  is  at  least 
on  the  point  of  recommending  a  salary 
increase  of  approximately  8  percent  for 
governmental  employees.  If  that  is 
done,  the  total  expenditures  will  in¬ 
crease  by  perhaps  three-quarters  of  a 
billion  dollars.  So  unless  we  bring  about 
economies,  we  can  look  forward  in  the 
coming  year  to  expenditures  which  will 
be  not  less  than  $72,500,000,000,  and  in 
all  probability  will  be  more.  Meanwhile 
we  must  realize  that  we  shall  not  have 
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more  than  $60,000,000,000  of  revenue  in 
sight. 

If  we  have  a  deficit  of  $12,500,000,000, 
it  will  be  very  serious  indeed  for  the 
country.  It  will  not  be  possible  for  us 
to  raise  this  amount  of  money  from  the 
savings  of  individuals  and  corporations. 
The  situation  will  be  especially  difficult 
if  people  fear  that  their  principal  is  going 
to  be  depreciated  by  a  rise  in  the  price 
level. 

If  the  deficit  is  of  this  proportion,  the 
Government  will  be  forced  to  borrow 
from  the  banks.  The  banks  will  make 
their  loans  in  the  form  of  creating  credit 
accounts  against  which  the  Government 
will  draw.  There  will,  therefore,  be  an 
increase  in  the  quantity  of  money  and 
credit  in  relation  to  the  supply  of  goods. 
The  inevitable  result  will  be  an  appre¬ 
ciable  rise  in  prices,  or  what  we  popu¬ 
larly  term  inflation.  This  will  be  of  very 
serious  consequence  indeed  to  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people. 

WE  MUST  BALANCE  THE  BUDGET 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  it  is  highly 
essential  that  we  balance  the  budget. 

The  House  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  is  considering  a  tax  bill  which  it 
is  understood  will  call  for  approximate¬ 
ly  $7,000,000,000  in  additional  revenue. 
That,  I  believe,  is  a  very  necessary  step ; 
but  even  that  will  leave  us  with  a  defi¬ 
cit  of  at  least  $5,500,000,000;  and  a  defi- 
.cit  of  that  amount  will  be  a  very  severe 
danger  to  the  people  of  the  United  States. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  if  we  are  to 
be  serious  in  our  attempt  to  balance  the 
budget,  we  shall  have  to  use  the  paring 
knife  on  the  appropriations  which  now 
are  before  us. 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  should  make 
every  effort  to  reduce  the  budget  by 
$5,000,000,000.  I  had  hoped  that  possibly 
a  $4,000,000,000  cut  might  be  sufficient, 
but  it  now  seems  to  me  that  at  a  mini¬ 
mum  we  should  cut  the  budget  by 
$5,000,000,000.  In  the  nature  of  events, 
this  will  mean  that  we  shall  have  to 
make  some  cuts  in  military  appropria¬ 
tions,  and  some  cuts,  in  my  opinion,  in 
expenditures  for  foreign  aid.  This  will 
be  necessary  because  the  entire  burden 
of  a  $5,000,000,000  cut  cannot  be  borne 
by  the  $10,000,000,000  of  civilian  expend¬ 
itures  for  purposes  other  than  aid  to 
veterans  and  interest  on  the  public  debt. 
We  shall  have  to  practice  the  most  rigid 
economy  in  connection  with  those  ap¬ 
propriations,  and  we  shall  also  have  to 
make  very  rigid  cuts  in  the  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  civil  functions  of  govern¬ 
ment,  which  tentatively  total  about 
$10,000,000,000. 

THE  BILL  BEFORE  US 

We  now  have  before  us  a  bill  provid¬ 
ing  appropriations  of  approximately 
$2,500,000,000.  As  all  of  us  know,  the 
vast  proportion  of  these  sums  cannot 
be  decreased  by  the  Government;  they 
are  statutory  payments  for  unemploy¬ 
ment,  for  old-age  assistance  to  the 
needy,  and  other  payments  under  stat¬ 
utory  provisions  already  made  by  law, 
which  either  the  State  governments  or 
the  Federal  Government  will  be  com¬ 
pelled  to  fulfill.  So  we  should  not  delude 
ourselves  with  the  idea  that  any  large 


proportion  of  the  $2,500,000,000  of  ap¬ 
propriations  contained  in  the  pending 
bill  can  be  cut  by  Congress  at,  this  time. 
That  means  that  the  small  economies, 
the  economies  we  can  make,  are  the  ones 
toward  which  we  should  bend  our  ef¬ 
forts;  and  we  should  not  reject  them 
merely  because  they  are  small  in  amount 
or  because  we  seem  to  be  niggardly  by 
acting  to  reduce  them. 

In  this  connection,  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  call  attention  to  the  claim 
of  the  Appropriations  Committee  that 
it  has  been  able  to  effect  reductions  of 
approximately  $113,000,000  below  the  ap¬ 
propriations  contained  in  the  bill  as 
passed  by  the  House  of  Representatives. 
I  wish  to  commend  the  Appropriations 
Committee  for  the  careful  and  patient 
work  it  has  done,  and  I  desire  to  praise 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  for  the  energy  he  has  ap¬ 
plied.  But  I  should  like  to  point  out,  if 
I  may,  that  savings  of  $150,000,000,  which 
the  committee  claims  in  the  latter  part 
of  its  report,  on  pages  13  and  14,  are 
really  bookkeeping  savings,  rather  than 
real  savings. 

COMMITTEE  SAVINGS  ARE  NOT  REAL 

For  example,  the  committee  claims  a 
reduction  of  $50,500,000  in  appropria¬ 
tions  to  the  Railway  Retirement  Board. 
As  the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Wil¬ 
liams!  developed  yesterday  in  his  ques¬ 
tioning,  this  is  not  a  real  saving.  The 
funds  devoted  to  the  payment  of  rail¬ 
way  retirement  pensions  and  benefits 
are  derived  from  a  special  tax  of  12  per¬ 
cent  levied  equally  upon  the  railroads 
and  the  railroad  employees.  They  are 
not  derived  from  the  general  funds.  All 
the  money  collected  from  railways  by 
this  special  tax  is  turned  over  to  the 
Railway  Retirement  Board  for  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  benefits  and  for  the  accumula¬ 
tion  of  a  reserve  for  future  benefits. 
The  liability  of  the  Board  is  limited  to 
the  funds  which  have  thus  been  accumu¬ 
lated. 

What  has  happened  in  the  past  is  that 
by  bookeeping  transers  the  Board  has 
been  credited  with  a  higher  payroll  than 
the  railways  have  in  practice  paid  out, 
with  the  result  that  more  sums  have 
been  turned  over  to  the  Board  than  those 
to  which  it  was  statutorily  entitled. 
Sooner  or  later  this  overpayment  of  $50,- 
500,000  would  have  been  corrected.  It 
so  happens  that  it  is  corrected  this  year, 
and  the  committee  shows  a  bookkeeping 
gain  by  picking  it  up  at  this  time.  But 
it  is  in  no  sense  a  real  saving,  it  is  in  no 
sense  an  economy.  It  is  merely  showing 
in  this  year  a  saving  which  would  have 
been  credited  in  future  years.  The 
money  probably  would  not  be  spent,  even 
if  the  cut  had  not  been  made.  So  this  is 
a  paper  saving  only. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Nevertheless,  if  the 
saving  could  have  been  made  in  future 
years,  and  we  made  it  this  year,  it  cer¬ 
tainly  was  a  saving  this  year,  was  it  not?, 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  should  like  to  com¬ 
mend  the  chairman  in  that  he  noted 
that  there  had  been  overpayments  in 
previous  years. 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  was  known  to 
others,  however,  and  sooner  or  later  it 
would  have  been  picked  up. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  There  is  no  question, 
it  could  have  been  done  years  hence. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  could  have  been 
done  15  years  hence.  But  the  commit¬ 
tee  wanted  to  save  the  $50,000,000  this 
year,  and  that  is  what  it  did. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Similarly  the  com¬ 
mittee  claims,  on  page  13,  an  economy  of 
$100,000,000  by  reducing  the  appropria¬ 
tion  to  the  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance, 
for  meeting  the  cost  of  old-age  assist¬ 
ance,  and  aid  to  dependent  children,  to 
the  blind,  and  to  the  permanently  and 
totally  disabled.  These  are  amounts 
paid  out  by  the  States,  of  which  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  meets  approximately 
half,  or,  in  the  case  of  old-age  assistance 
and  assistance  to  children,  slightly  more 
than  half.  It  is  the  State  which  deter¬ 
mines  the  total  number  of  persons  who 
are  to  receive  assistance,  and  the 
amounts  which  they  are  to  receive.  The 
Federal  Government  merely  provides  a 
fraction,  originally  approximately  half, 
but,  by  amendments  to  the  act,  now  more 
than  half-;  and  the  amounts  which  the 
Federal  Government  pays  ofit  are  de¬ 
pendent  upon  the  amounts  which  the 
States  spend.  The  Federal  Government 
does  not  determine  how  much  is  spent. 
It  merely  provides  a  portion  of  the  total 
cost,  on  the  basis  of  State  payments. 
So,  unless  we  change  the  statute,  we  can¬ 
not  change  the  amount  to  be  spent. 
That  is  automatically  determined  by  the 
States. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Does  not  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  agree,  however,  that,  had 
we  allowed  this  $100,000,000,  which  we 
deducted,  together  with  from  $80,000,000 
to  $100,000,000  which  the  States  had 
unobligated,  they  would  have  had  an 
unobligated  balance  of  $200,000,000? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  think  what  is  more 
likely  to  happen  is  that  the  States,  with 
the  present  number  of  needy  aged  per¬ 
sons,  are  very  likely  to  come  in  for  de¬ 
ficiency  appropriations  later  in  the  year. 
What  we  may  find,  therefore,  is  that  this 
apparent  present  economy  will  merely 
result  in  a  request  for  greater  appropria¬ 
tions  later.  I  warn  against  believing 
that  this  $100,000,000  has  really  been 
saved,  because  we  cannot  control  the 
amounts  which  are  distributed  to  the 
final  parties  in  the  field.  These  expendi¬ 
tures  are  automatic. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Of  course  we  cannot; 
but  I  believe  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
has  advocated  heretofore  the  adoption 
of  a  method  of  this  kind.  If  the  States 
have  from  $80,000,000  to  $100,000,000 
unobligated,  of  the  moneys  contributed, 
why  should  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  give  them  $100,000,000  more? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  not  objecting  to 
the  action  of  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  in  reducing  the  amounts  allocated 
to  the  States  by  $100,000,000.  I  am 
merely  saying  that  we  should  not  re¬ 
gard  this  as  a  definitive  economy.  We 
are  likely  to  find  that  it  is  merely  a  book- 
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keeping  gain,  which  is  likely  to  disappear 
later  in  the  year  as  the  deficiency  ap¬ 
propriations  come  in.  That  is  all  I  am 
saying. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Illinois 
whether  it  is  not  a  fact  that  that  is  our 
difficulty  with  practically  all  the  cuts  in 
appropriations.  My  experience  on  the 
committee  has  been  that  when  we  make 
a  cut  there  shortly  follows  a  deficiency 
bill  in  which  funds  are  provided  to  cover 
the  very  cut  which  had  been  made.  We 
must  watch  that.  If  we  were  to  make 
this  cut  now,  there  would  be  this  advan¬ 
tage,  namely,  that  it  would  be  necessary 
for  the  agency  to  come  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  again  to  justify  the  renewed  re¬ 
quest.  That  would  help  somewhat  in  our 
effort  to  pare  the  appropriations. 

However,  I  am  in  agreement  with  what 
the  distinguished  Senator  said,  that  it 
is  impossible  for  us  to  take  the  position 
here  that  we  are  effecting  a  saving,  if 
it  is  known  that,  in  the  final  analysis,  a 
deficiency  request  may  again  contain 
this  item  of  appropriation.  There  is 
something  to  the  argument.  On  the 
other  hand,  I  submit  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  that  our  job  is  to  cut  the  appro¬ 
priation  where  we  can,  and  then,  if  the 
department  or  agency  comes  back  for  a 
deficiency,  it  must  be  justified  all  over 
again. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  may  say  to  the  Sen-, 
ator  from  Nebraska  that  he  is  correct. 
Frequently  bureaus  and  departments 
come  before  the  Senate  committee  with 
requests  for  deficiency  appropriations  to 
make  good  the  cuts  which  they  have  suf¬ 
fered  in  the  main  appropriation  bill ;  but 
they  are  at  least  appointees  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  and,  therefore,  some¬ 
what  under  our  control.  In  this  particu¬ 
lar  case,  however,  what  we  are  dealing 
with  is  expenditures  by  States,  over 
whom  we  have  almost  no  control.  All 
we  do  is  to  meet  a  fraction  of  the 
amounts  which  they  distribute;  and  if 
the  48  States  follow  a  policy  of  determin¬ 
ing  that  there  are  a  given  number  of 
aged  people  and  provide  benefits  for 
them,  we  are  contractually  obligated  by 
statute  to  meet  our  portion,  and  we  can¬ 
not  then  object  that  the  States  have 
proceeded  in  violation  of  the  original 
budget. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  appreciate  the  dili¬ 
gence  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  in  try¬ 
ing  to  bring  about  cuts.  The  point  I  am 
trying  to  make  is,  it  appears  to  me  that 
the  position  which  is  now  taken  is  rather 
inconsistent  with  the  idea  of  cutting,  be¬ 
cause,  surely,  the  Senator  will  agree  that, 
if  the  States,  in  keeping  with  the  for¬ 
mula  which  he  has  enunciated,  have  to 
do  certain  things,  and  if  they  have  from 
$80,000,000  to  $100,000,000  unobligated, 
there  is  a  saving  of  $100,000,000,  if  they 
request  $100,000,000  more,  and  we  do  not 
give  it  to  tliem? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  If  we  do  not  give  it 
to  them;  but  the  Federal  Government 


is  obligated  to  meet  its  fraction  of  the 
amount  distributed  in  assistance  to  aged, 
to  dependent  children,  to  the  blind,  and 
to  the  permanently  ancl  totally  disabled. 
The  determination  of  the  number  of  per¬ 
sons  who  are  to  receive  such  aid  and 
the  amounts  they  are  to  receive  is  not 
in  the  hands  of  the  Federal  Government 
but  is  in  the  hands  of  the  States. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  the^  very  idea 
which  the  committee  had  in  mind  when 
it  deducted  $100,000,000,  because,  to  carry 
out  their  obligations  and  to  perform 
their  duties  and  functions,  the  States 
have  from  $80,000,000  to  $100,000,000, 
which  is  unobligated.  That  indicated 
that  evidently  the  case  load  was  not  so 
large  as  had  been  suggested  to  us  in 
the  consideration  of  last  year’s  appro¬ 
priation  bill.  So,  this  year,  we  said:  “No; 
you  have  from  $80,000,000  to  $100,000,000 
unobligated,  and  yet  you  ask  us  for  $100,- 
000,000.” 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  wish  to  labor  the  point.  I  merely 
wish  to  say  that  the  Federal  appropria¬ 
tion  for  this  item  is  automatic.  It  does 
not  matter  very  much  what  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  does ;  the  main  issue 
is  what  is  done  in  the  States.  The  deci¬ 
sions  will  be  made  primarily  by  the  States, 
and  this  $100,000,000  saving  my  disap¬ 
pear.  We  cannot  count  on  it. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
interrupt  the  Senator  once  more? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  So  that  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  may  understand  exactly 
what  the  committee  had  in  mind,  let  me 
call  his  attention  to  page  8  of  the  report, 
where  it  is  stated; 

The  committee  recommends  $1,150,000,000, 
a  reduction  of  $100,000,000  under  the  House 
allowance,  $150,000,000  under  the  budget  esti¬ 
mate,  and  $130,000,000  under  the  1951  ap¬ 
propriation. 

Why  was  that  done?  It  was  done  be¬ 
cause  the  committee  found  that  it  was 
conservatively  estimated  that  there 
would  be  unobligated  $80,000,000  of  the 
current  year’s  appropriation.  The  ex¬ 
penditure  of  the  money  is  based  upon 
employment  rolls.  Under  the  situation 
at  the  moment,  because  of  national-de¬ 
fense  activities  and  because  of  the  fact 
that  factories  are  employing  as  many 
persons  as  they  can  possibly  get,  we  fig¬ 
ured  the  States  could  save  even  more 
than  we  indicated. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Again,  Mr.  President, 
I  do  not  want  to  labor  the  point.  I 
merely  say  that  the  country  has  been 
fortunate  in  that  there  has  been  a  de¬ 
cline  in  the  need  for  old-age  assistance, 
largely  because  of  an  improvement  in  the 
economic  situation.  But  we  should  net 
depend  upon  these  more  or  less  fortui¬ 
tous  occurrences.  There  is  no  substitute 
for  the  sturdy  virtues  of  self-denial  and 
rigorous  self-discipline. 

If  we  examine  the  committee  report, 
it  will  be  found  that  the  economies  con¬ 
sist  almost  entirely  of  these  two  items. 
They  constitute  $150,500,000  of  the 
$154,000,000  cut.  On  the  other  hand,  I 
should  like  to  point  out  that  on  page  12 
there  are  shown  increases  over  the  House 
bill  of  $41,100,000.  Twenty  millions  of 
dollars  of  this  amount  is  an  increase  in 
the  amount  for  hospital  construction; 


$12,000,000,  an  increase  in  payments  to 
school  districts  for  maintenance  and  op¬ 
eration,  not  construction;  $1,800,000  in 
increased  payments  for  so-called  distrib¬ 
utive  education,  or  training  of  school 
children  and  other  persons  in  selling. 
There  is  an  increase  of  $3,000,000  in 
grants  to  States  for  maternal  and  child 
welfare,  and  so  forth. 

I  should  like  to  point  out  that  if  we 
find  that  the  needs  in  the  States  are 
greater  than  the  committee  at  the  pres¬ 
ent  time  anticipates,  we  may  find  that 
expenditures  at  the  end  of  the  year  will 
be  as  great  as  those  contemplated  by 
the  House. 

COMMITTEE  ECONOMIES  NOT  SUFFICIENT 

About  the  only  cuts  which  the  com¬ 
mittee  made,  aside  from  the  two  items 
which  I  have  mentioned,  have  been  cuts 
of  5  percent  in  administrative  expenses 
of  the  Labor  Department,  the  Federal 
Security  Agency,  and  the  various  boards 
which  are  included  in  the  bill.  The  cut 
of  5  percent  was  in  lieu  of  the  so-called 
Jensen  amendment  passed  by  the  House 
and  rejected  by  the  committee,  which, 
with  the  exception  of  grades  1  and  2, 
provided  that  only  one  vacancy  out  of 
every  four  should  be  filled  during  the 
coming  year.  It  may  well  be  that  the 
Jensen  amendment  cut  too  deeply.  It 
may  be  that  the  provision  that  only  one 
vacancy  out  of  four  should  be  filled 
would  have  been  too  stringent. 

But  certainly  some  reduction  in  total 
personnel  is  required.  If  we  were  to 
adopt  a  modified  Jensen  provision  of 
one  vacancy  out  of  every  two  being 
filled,  I  think  the  total  saving  effected 
would  be  somewhat  more  than  5  per¬ 
cent,  according  to  computations  which 
I  have  made.  I  believe  the  total  sav¬ 
ings  would  be  approximately  8  percent, 
on  the  basis  of  a  turn-over  of  approxi¬ 
mately  27  or  28  percent  for  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

So  I  think  it  will  be  found  that,  in 
effect,  the  Senate  committee  did  not  in¬ 
troduce  any  real  economies  at  all  as 
compared  with  the  House  bill.  On  the 
whole,  theer  has  been  some  slackening 
in  the  economies  proposed  by  the  House. 

SELECTIVE  CUTS  THE  BEST  METHOD 

It  is  in  the  light  of  that  fact,  and  in 
the  light  of  the  further  fact  that  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  is 
really  in  a  desperate  financial  situation 
and  there  is  necessity  for  reducing  total 
appropriations  by  somewhere  around 
$5,000,(^00,000,  that  I  am  going  to  pro¬ 
pose  my  series  of  approximately  25 
amendments,  the  first  of  which  is  now 
before  the  Senate. 

What  I  am  trying  to  do,  I  may  say. 
Is  to  introduce  a  system  of  selective  cuts, 
I  know  it  would  be  easy  to  pass  over  the 
individual  items  of  the  bill  and  then,  at 
the  end  of  the  bill,  to  submit  a  general 
amendment  providing  that  personnel 
should  be  reduced  by  one-half,  or  pro¬ 
viding  for  a  general  cut  of  10  percent. 
I  do  not  quarrel  with  those  who  would 
take  that  course.  I  merely  say  that  I 
do  not  think  it  is  the  best  course,  be¬ 
cause  even  within  a  department  or  an 
agency  there  may  be  bureaus  of  unequal 
merit.  There  may  be  two  bureaus  ex¬ 
isting  side  by  side,  one  practicing  rigid 
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economy  and  the  other  being  relatively 
wasteful  and  spendthrift.  A  wholesale 
cut  of  10  percent  falls,  like  the  rain  of 
God,  upon  the  just  and  the  unjust  alike. 
It  is  a  sort  of  meat-ax  operation,  in¬ 
stead  of  employing  the  surgeon’s  scal¬ 
pel.  My  idea  is  to  introduce  the  use  of 
the  surgeon’s  scalpel,  and  try  to  cut  away 
the  waste  and  less-essential  tissue  where 
I  think  it  exists,  but  to  save  those  por¬ 
tions  of  the  agencies  which,  on  the  whole, 
have  been  doing  a  relatively  good  job. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Of  course,  I  agree  with 
the  Senator  that  the  pruning  knife 
should  be  used  on  waste  tissue  wherever 
it  exists,  but  inasmuch  as  my  good  friend 
from  Illinois  has  been  discussing  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $20,000,000  which  the  commit¬ 
tee  recommended  for  hospital  construc¬ 
tion,  I  would  say  to  him,  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  the  authorization  is  $150,000,- 
000  for  this  noble  purpose,  that  I  hope 
he  does  not  call  hospital  construction 
throughout  the  country  a  waste. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  the  Sena¬ 
tor  raised  the  point,  because  if  he  had 
waited  for  a  minute,  I  would  have  passed 
on  to  that  very  issue.  In  past  years, 
I  have  thought  we  could  balance  the 
budget  merely  by  the  elimination  of 
waste.  This  year  I  think  it  will  not  be 
possible  to  balance  the  budget  merely 
by  the  elimination  of  waste,  and  that, 
painful  as  it  is,  it  is  going  to  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  reduce  some  of  the  functions 
which  in  better  times  we  thought  we 
could  carry.  In  other  words,  we  must 
drop  overboard  some  of  the  less  essen¬ 
tial  programs  and  not  carry  out  essen¬ 
tial  programs  as  fully  as  we  otherwise 
would  have  desired. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  should  prefer  not 
to  yield  at  this  time.  The  surgeon’s 
knife  will  have  to  be  applied  to  the  less- 
necessary  departments  and  the  less- 
necessary  functions. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Would  the  Senator  be 
willing  to  apply  the  same  test  to  funds 
that  might  be  expended  elsewhere,  out¬ 
side  of  the  country,  for  the  same  pur¬ 
pose? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes.  I  am  going  to 
be  very  rigid  on  that  point.  I  assure 
Senators  they  are  not  going  to  put  me 
over  the  barrel  on  that  issue.  ■ 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  cannot  resist  yield¬ 
ing  to  the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  What  is  the  total 
amount  of  the  cut  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  is  proposing? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  total  amount  of 
the  cut  on  these  items  will  approximate 
$50,000,000. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  About  $50,000,000? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes.  That  may 
seem  to  be  a  small  sum  to  discuss  in  the 
Senate  Chamber,  but  I  think  it  is  worthy 
of  a  few  moments  of  attention.  If  I 
may  be  permitted  to  proceed,  I  should 
like  to  answer. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Go  ahead. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  No;  I  do  not  want  to 
shut  off  the  Senator  from  Vermont. 


Mr.  AIKEN.  Perhaps  if  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  changed  the  location  of 
his  seat  he  might  get  recognition  from 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  more  easily. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Did  I  shut  off  the 
Senator?  I  do  not  want  to  do  that. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  do  not  want  to  delay 
the  Senator  from  Illinois.  I  thought  he 
had  about  concluded  this  discussion,  and 
that  was  why  I  asked  the  question. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  reduction  comes 
to  about  $50,000,000. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  answers  my  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  is  about  $50,000,- 
000.  I  say  say,  Mr.  President,  that  it  is 
extremely  painful  to  me  to  use  the  knife 
on  the  Department  of  Labor  and  the 
Federal  Security  Agency.  It  so  happens 
that  as  a  private  citizen  I  campaigned 
in  the  1920’s  and  the  1930’s  for  old-age 
pensions,  for  unemployment  insurance, 
for  minimum-wage  laws,  and  for  the 
40-hour  week.  As  one  of  many  thou¬ 
sands  of  citizens,  I  played  a  modest  part 
in  getting  some  of  these  statutes  on  the 
books  of  various  States  of  the  Union  and 
also  enacted  by  the  Federal  Government. 
I  take  a  modest  pride  in  whatever  share 
I  may  have  had  as  a  citizen  in  these 
activities.  I  believe  in  these  measures. 
I  think  they  have  been  great  steps  for¬ 
wards.  I  hope  we  hold  onto  these  pro¬ 
grams.  I  should  resist  to  the  death  any 
move  to  abolish  them.  But  if  one  pro¬ 
poses  economies  on  things  which  are  not 
close  to  his  heart,  he  must  also  be  will¬ 
ing  to  propose  economies  on  things 
which  are  close  to  his  heart. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.,  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yds. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  merely  wish  to  in¬ 
quire  of  the  Senator  whether  he  intends 
to  offer  an  amendment  reducing  the  ap¬ 
propriation  for  hospital  construction. 
Possibly  I  would  have  been  familiar  with 
what  the  Senator  is  after  if  I  had  studied 
the  various  amendments  carefully. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes,  I  will  offer  an 
amendment  reducing  the  appropriation 
for  hospital  construction  by  $20,000,000. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  May  I  make  an  ob¬ 
servation? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Certainly. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  am  very  sorry  in¬ 
deed — 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
have  to  ask  for  the  regular  order.  I  do 
not  desire  to  shut  off  my  distinguished 
friend  from  New  York,  but  I  think  we 
should  go  along  with  the  work  of  the 
Senate.  The  Senator  from  Illinois  has 
the  floor.  I  do  not  object  to  him  speak¬ 
ing  as  long  as  he  desires,  but  if  one  Sen¬ 
ator  begins  farming  out  the  time  to  vari¬ 
ous  other  Senators  to  make  observations 
on  points  raised,  that  will  occupy  the 
time  all  afternoon,  and  we  will  get  no¬ 
where  with  the  appropriation  bill.  I 
hope  the  Senator  from  New  York  will 
not  feel  that  I  am  in  any  way  shutting 
him  off. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
for  a  question. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  withdraw  my  request 
to  make  an  observation,  and  ask  the 
Senator  to  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield  for 
a  question. 


Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  need  not  assure  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  of  my  high  regard 
and.  admiration  for  him,  and  also  of  my 
satisfaction  over  the  fact  that  he  is  ap¬ 
proaching  the  matter  with  a  surgeon’s 
knife  rather  than  a  meat  ax.  How¬ 
ever,  I  should  like  to  ask  him  if  he  does 
not  think  hospital  construction  is  about 
as  important  as  anything  for  which  we 
could  possibly  appropriate  money?  In 
importance  it  seems  to  me  to  come  imme¬ 
diately  after  appropriations  for  direct 
aid  to  our  defense  effort.  In  my  opinion 
it  is  very  closely  allied  with  our  defense 
effort. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  may  say,  in  answer 
to  the  Senator  from  New  York,  that  it 
pains  me  greatly  to  propose  the  amend¬ 
ment,  but  I  am  proposing  that  we  return 
to  the  House  figure,  which  is  $175,000,- 
000.  Necessary  and  desirable  as  hospital 
construction  is,  the  defense  of  the  Na¬ 
tion  and  our  economic  strength  are  even 
more  important.  Therefore,  reluctant¬ 
ly,  but  no  less  vigorously,  I  intend  to 
press  my  amendment. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Senator  says  the 
defense  of  the  Nation  is  absolutely 
necessary. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  is  the  first  essen¬ 
tial;  yes. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  we  on 
this  side  of  the  aisle  cannot  hear  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico.  Will  he 
speak  a  little  louder? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes,  Mr.  President,  I 
will  speak  louder.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  has  stated  that  the  defense  of 
the  Nation  is  the  first  essential.  We 
agree  with  him.  But  does  not  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  think  that  if  we  have 
to  defend  the  Nation  according  to  the 
ideas  and  the  ideals  which  I  know  ani¬ 
mate  my  good  friend  from  Illinois,  it  is 
just  as  necessary  to  provide  hospitals  for 
those  who  defend  the  Nation  as  it  is  to 
provide  the  guns  or  possibly  the  scrap 
iron  which  might  produce  the  necessity 
for  the  hospitals? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  may  say  that  I  do 
not  want  to  be  drawn  too  closely  into  a 
discussion  of  the  hospital  amendment  at 
this  time,  because  it  is  not  yet  before  the 
Senate.  What  I  am  proposing  at  the 
moment  is  a  cut  in  the  expenditures  for 
the  Office  of  the  Solicitor  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor,  and  I  should  like  to  have 
the  concrete  discussion  on  hospitals  re¬ 
served  until  the  time  when  the  amend¬ 
ment  dealing  with  them  is  proposed. 

Mr.  President,  not  only  are  these 
projects  very  close  to  my  heart,  but  it 
so  happens  that  I  think  I  have  more  per¬ 
sonal  and  political  friends  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  and  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency  than  in  any  of  the  other 
agencies  of  government.  Some  of  the 
officials  in  the  Department  of  Labor  and 
the  Federal  Security  Agency  are  lifetime 
friends  of  mine,  men  for  whom  I  have  a 
very  high  personal  regard,  men  whose 
hearts  beat  in  some  unison  with  mine  on 
many  issues  of  the  day.  In  one  or  two 
cases  they  have  been  unfortunate  enough 
to  have  been  students  of  mine. 

I  had  hoped  that  some  bill  other  than 
the  Labor  and  Federal  Security  bill  would 
be  the  first  to  be  presented  to  the  Sen- 
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ate.  I  had  hoped  that  I  might  at  least 
vote  for  economies  on  other  measures 
before  I  felt  compelled  to  apply  the  knife 
to  the  Department  of  Labor  and  the 
Federal  Security  Agency.  So  I  feel 
somewhat  embarrassed  about  it.  But 
if  we  cut  only  on  things  with  which  we 
are  not  intimately  concerned,  and  re¬ 
sist  cuts  on  those  matters  in  which  we 
are  concerned,  we  will  never  achieve 
economy.  We  must  use  the  knife  on  the 
things  which  are  close  to  our  hearts,  both 
in  order  to  gain  support  from  others 
and  to  win  the  support  of  the  country. 
We  will  only  break  the  lethargy  in  re¬ 
ducing  appropriations  by  being  rigorous 
in  cutting  things  in  which  we  are  vitally 
interested,  as  well  as  those  in  which  we 
are  not. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes;  and  I  apologize 
to  the  Senator  from  Vermont  if  I  seemed 
abrupt  a  few  moments  ago. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  understand  perfectly. 
Am  I  correct  in  understanding  that  the 
amendments  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  remove  the  limit  on  each  ap¬ 
propriation  which  can  be  spent  for  per¬ 
sonal  services?  As  I  read  them  they  ap¬ 
pear  to  do  that. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  They  are  cuts  in  total 
appropriation  items;  yes. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  They  are  cuts  in  the 
total  appropriation? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Would  it  be  left  up  to 
each  branch  of  each  department  as  to 
the  part  to  be  spent  for  personal  serv¬ 
ices? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes,  although  most 
items  are  for  salaries  and  expenses. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  If  there  is  no  limitation 
in  that  respect,  I  was  wondering  whether 
that  would  effect  the  purpose  of  the 
Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  would  still  be  in 
order  to  use  some  form  of  modified 
Jensen  amendment  at  the  end  which 
would  effect  a  general  reduction  in  per¬ 
sonnel. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  make 
one  disclaimer  before  I  come  to  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  Solicitor’s  office.  I  know  it 
seems  very  ungracious  for  a  Senator  who 
is  not  a  member  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  to  rise  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  and  propose  a  series  of  detailed 
cuts.  In  the  first  place,  it  apparently 
puts  him  in  the  position  of  assuming  an 
importance  which  he  does  not  possess. 
It  is  perfectly  true  that  the  information 
as  to  these  matters  possessed  by  a  Sen¬ 
ator  not  a  member  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  is  not  so  perfect  as  is  the 
information  of  those  who  are  members, 
and  who  have  heard  the  justifications 
advanced,  and  so  on.  I  realize  that 
many  of  my  colleagues,  charitable  as 
they  are,  are  probably  wondering  why 
I  am  doing  it.  I  hope  I  am  doing  it  with 
a  desire  to  save  money  and  serve  the 
best  interests  of  the  country.  I  believe 
that  is  why  I  am  active  in  this  work. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Monroney  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Vermont? 


Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  may  say  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  that  I  have  found  the  answer  to  the 
question  which  I  asked  a  few  minutes 
ago.  The  first  two  amendments  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senator  from  Illinois  ap¬ 
parently  strike  out  the  limitation  on  the 
amount  that  can  be  spent  for  personal 
services. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  correct;  but 
they  reduce  the  total  amounts  for  sal¬ 
aries  and  expenses. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  other  amendments 
do  not. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  think  that  informa¬ 
tion  ought  to  go  into  the  Record. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Nevertheless,  unless 
the  Senate  is  to  become  a  mere  rubber 
stamp,  it  should  have  some  right  to  re¬ 
view  the  activities  of  its  committees.  If 
we  are  to  accept  implicitly  everything 
presented  to  us  by  committees,  we  may 
as  well  cease  any  sessions  of  the  Senate 
as  such,  and  merely  ratify  decisions 
taken  by  committees. 

So  I  hope  that  members  of  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  will  not  take  it 
amiss,  will  not  think  that  I  am  indulg¬ 
ing  in  a  self-importance  which  I  assure 
Senators  I  do  not  feel  I  possess,  when  I 
make  these  proposals.  I  am  making  the 
proposals  only  because  we  need  to  cut 
far  more  deeply  than  the  committee  has 
done.  We  need  to  cut  far  more  deeply 
in  the  interests  of  national  solvency,  to 
prevent  inflation,  and  to  prevent  the 
public  debt  from  multiplying. 

I  hope  that  this  over-lengthy  expla¬ 
nation,  which  was, longer  than  I  origi¬ 
nally  intended,  will  pave  the  way  for  a 
discussion  of  the  Concrete  amendments. 
What  I  am  proposing,  at  the  moment,  is 
that  instead  of  appropriating  approxi¬ 
mately  $1,670,000  for  the  Solicitor’s  of¬ 
fice,  we  appropriate  $1,575,000,  or  a  re¬ 
duction  of  approximately  $95,000.  In 
brief,  this  is  a  cut  of  8V2  percent  below 
the  budget  estimate. 

Mr.  President,  I  submit  that  on  the 
whole,  the  legal  staffs  of  the  Government 
are  swollen  and  inflated.  If  there  is  one 
commodity  of  which  the  Government  has 
a  surplus,  it  is  lawyers.  Virtually  every 
agency  has  a  large  number  of  lawyers, 
a  large  percentage  of  whom  are  not 
needed.  I  know  that  statement  comes 
hard  in  a  body  the  majority  of  whose 
Members  are  lawyers;  but  the  function 
of  these  lawyers  generally  is  to  tell  the 
head  of  the  agency  that  he  can  legally 
do  what  he  wants  to  do,  that  there  is 
legal  ground  for  proceeding  in  the  way 
he  wants  to  proceed.  If  the  head  of  the 
agency  wants  to  deny  jurisdiction  and 
does  not  wish  to  take  up  a  subject,  lo 
and  behold,  the  lawyer  in  his  agency  will 
produce  an  opinion  showing  that  it  is 
either  unconstitutional  or  illegal  to  take 
the  matter  up.  If  the  head  of  the  agency 
wants  to  assume  jurisdiction,  an  opin¬ 
ion  will  be  produced  showing  that  there 
is  a  sound  constitutional  or  legal  basis 
for  his  doing  so. 

We  have  progressed  to  the  point  where 
it  is  not  the  Congress  which  really  makes 
the  laws  of  the  country.  It  is  the  heads 
of  the  agencies  who  interpret  the  laws 
and  get  from  their  paid  attorneys  opin¬ 
ions  which  in  some  cases  are  in  viola- 
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tion  of  the  statute,  and  in  many  cases 
do  not  carry  out  the  intent  of  the  statute. 

So  while  I  have  a  very  farm  feeling  for 
lawyers  as  a  class,  and  especially  for 
those  lawyers  who  are  Members  of  this 
body,  nevertheless,  I  think  that  this  is 
an  appropriation  which  can  with  profit 
be  reduced.  Without  wishing  to  be 
sadistic  toward  these  attorneys,  many 
of  them  may  return  to  more  profitable 
employment  in  private  industry  or  in  the 
Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope,  therefore,  that 
the  pending  amendment  will  be  agreed 
to.  _ 

TRANSPORTATION  IN  INTERSTATE  COM-/ 

MERCE  OP  HORSES  OR  DOGS  FOfli 

RACING 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  introduce  a  bill  to 
prohibit  the  transportation  in  interstate 
or  foreign  commerce  of  horses  or  dogs 
.  for  the  purpose  of  participating  in  races 
•  where  facilities  for  betting  on  such  faces 
are  available,  and/or  where  money  prizes 
j  are  awarded  to  the  winners  and  others 
for  participating  therein.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  bill  be  printed  in 
:  the  Record  in  full  at  this  point  as  a  part 
i  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  (S. 

;  1626)  to  prohibit  the  transportation  in 
interstate  or  foreign  commerce  of  horses 
or  dogs  for  the  purpose  of  participating 
in  races  where  facilities  for  betting  on 
such  races  are  available  and/or  where 
money  prizes  are  awarded  to  the  winners 
and  others  participating  therein,  intro¬ 
duced  by  Mr.  Langer,  was  received,  read 
twice  by  its  title,  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce,  and  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc .,  That  (a)  the  purpose  of 
this  act  is  to  assist  the  various  States,  Ter¬ 
ritories,  and  possessions  of  the  United  States 
and  the  District  of  Columbia  in  the  enforce¬ 
ment  of  their  laws  pertaining  to  gambling, 
bookmaking,  and  like  offenses  and  to  aid 
In  the  suppression  of  organized-gambling 
activities. 

(b)  “Transportation  In  interstate  com¬ 
merce’’  means  transportation  directly  or  in¬ 
directly  from  any  place  in  any  State,  Terri¬ 
tory,  or  possession  of  the  United  States,  or 
the  District  of  Columbia  to  any  place  in  any 
other  State,  Territory,  or  possession  of  the 
United  States,  or  the  District  of  Columbia. 

(c)  “Transportation  in  foreign  commerce’* 
means  transportation  directly  or  indirectly 
from  or  to  any  place  in  the  United  States 
to  or  from  a  foreign  country  or  ship  at  sea 
or  in  the  air.  ' 

Sec.  2.  (a)  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any 
person  or  persons  to  ship,  carry,  transport, 
or  deliver  by  any  means  whatsoever  in  inter¬ 
state  or  foreign  commerce,  or  cause  to  be 
shipped,  carried,  transported,  or  delivered 
by  any  means  whatsoever  in  interstate  or 
foreign  commerce,  horses  or  dogs  for  the 
purpose  of  participating  in  races  where  facil¬ 
ities  for  betting  on  such  races  are  available 
and/or  where  money  prizes  are  awarded  to 
the  winners  and  others  participating  therein. 

(b)  Nothing  in  this  act  shall  be  construed 
to  prevent  transportation  in  interstate  or 
foreign  commerce  of  horses  or  dogs  for  the 
purpose  of  participating  in  any  events  at 
which  no  facilities  for  betting  are  available 
or  money  prizes  awarded,  nor  for  any  other 
purposes. 

Sec.  3.  Whoever  knowingly  ships,  carries, 
transports,  or  delivers  by  any  means  what¬ 
soever  in  interstate  or  foreign  commerce, 
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or  causes  to  be  shipped,  carried,  trans¬ 
ported  or  delivered  by  any  means  whatso¬ 
ever  in  interstate  or  foreign  commerce, 
horses  or  dogs  for  the  purpose  of  partici- 
p  '  in  races  where  facilities  for  betting 
on  such  races  are  available  and/or  where 
Pioney  prizes  are  awarded  to  the  winners 
and  others  participating  therein,  shall  be 
fined  not  more  than  $1,000  or  imprisonment 
for  not  more 'than  1  year,  or  both,  and  each 
transportation  shall  constitute  a  separate 
offense.  \ 

Mr  LANGER.  \Mr.  President,  during 
the  past  year  and  ahalf  I  have  observed 
with  interest  the  \arious  suggestions 
that  have  been  made\both  in  Congress 
and  in  the  newspapers.throughout  the 
country  both  with  respect, to  the  legaliza¬ 
tion  of  gambling  and  also  the  suggested 
steps  to  completely  wipe  out;  gambling. 
I  have  also  noted  with  interest  Senate 
3358  which  was  introduced  in  .the  last 
Congress  and  passed  by  the  Committee 
on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce 
which  would  prohibit  the  publication  of 
information  with  respect  to  horse  and 
dog  races.  In  the  present  session  I  have 
observed  Senate  1563  and  1564  which  ap¬ 
proach  the  problem  from  a  different  as 
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pect  but  also  are  directed  to  the  end  of 
endeavoring  to  curtail  illegal  gambling. 
At  this  time  I  feel  it  is  not  necessary  to 
comment  on  any  of  these  bills  as  I  have, 
after  considerable  study,  concluded  that 
there  is  only  one  satisfactory  solution  to 
the  question  of  stopping  illegal  gambling, 
insofar  as  such  gambling  takes  place  on 
horse  or  dog  racing.  I  believe  a  most 
succinct  statement  of  the  solution  of  the 
problem  is  contained  in  an  editorial 
which  appeared  in  the  Hartford  Courant 
on  May  3, 1951.  I  should  like  to  read  that 
editorial  at  this  time: 

The  Kefatjver  Report 

The  long-awaited  Kefauver  report  on  crime 
in  the  United  States  is  really  a  rather  thread¬ 
bare  tale.  The  fact  that  horse  racing,  book- 
making,  transmission  of  race-track  news, 
politics,  and  racketeering  are  all  tied  up  to¬ 
gether  will  be  news  to  nobody  but  hermits 
and  inmates  of  institutions  for  the  feeble¬ 
minded.  Race  track  wire  services,  furnish¬ 
ing  quick  information  on  the  horses,  are 
plums  over  which  gangs  have  fought  battles 
and  men  have  died.  Muscle  men  have  for 
years  maintained  monopolies  for  their  gang¬ 
land  bosses.  / 

One  of  the  prime  recommendations  of  the 
Kefauver  group  is  passage  of  legislation  regu¬ 
lating  such  services.  All  persons  having  to 
do  with  the  transmission  of  this  information 
would  be  licensed.  And  no  company  dealing 
exclusively  in  this  kind  of  information  would 
be  licensed.  By  this  device,  it  is  hoped  to  get 
around  the  objection  that  banning  news  on 
the  nags  would  be  interfering  with  freedom 
of  the  press.  The  Federal  .Communications 
Commission  has  already  made  it  clear  that  it 
has  no  desire  to  act  as/ policemen  on  this 
beat.  / 

Admirable  as  the  Kefauver  report  may  be, 
and  well-intended  as  Senator  Kefauver,  little 
that  is  new  came  dut  of  the  hearings.  Be¬ 
yond  the  virtue  of  focusing  public  attention 
on  gangsters  and  their  political  friends,  it 
was  little  moy^  than  television  hippodrome. 
So,  too,  the  recommendations  made  by  the 
Committee  now  with  reference  to  licensing 
wire  services,  while  good,  are  not  good, 
enough. 

The  fundamental  trouble  with  the  Ke- 
fauvpf  Committee,  and  with  even  the  most 
piubs  of  its  members,  is  that  not  one  of 
them  is  willing  to  look  to  'the  fundamental 
root  of  this  crime  picture.  The  wire  services 


that  furnish  information  to  the  bookies  are 
merely  the  effluvia.  Without  the  race  tracks 
and  the  horses  there  would  be  no  such 
service. 

The  Kefauver  committee  studiously  avoids 
looking  this  situation  in  the  eye.  It  backs 
away  from  it  and  produces  this  mouse-like 
recommendation,  even  though  the  mountain 
quivered  deliciously  for  days  on  television. 
To  the  objection  that  horse  racing  is  a  purely 
intra-State  racket,  it  can  be  said  that  the 
Federal  Government  has  before  this  legis¬ 
lated  out  of  existence  situations  that  were 
even  more  localized.  By  the  simple  device  of 
banning  prison  made  products  from  inter¬ 
state  commerce  the  Federal  Government 
shut  up  some  forty  State-operated  prison 
workshops. 

If  Senator  Kefauver  and  his  colleagues 
wish  to  be  taken  seriously,  let  them  recom¬ 
mend  that  the  transportation  of  race  horses 
in  interstate  commerce  be  banned.  Without 
such  interstate  shipment  a  great  many  tracks 
would  wither  away.  If  the  same  interstate 
policing  power  were  also  exerted  against  the 
shipment  of  racing  information,  hay  or  grain 
for  race  horses,  the  going  for  the  bookies 
could  be  made  really  difficult. 

This  recommendation  is  made,  of  course, 
•with  the  full  knowledge  that  neither  Sen- 
'  ator  Kefauver  nor  even  the  pious  Senator 
-  Tobey  will  go  along  with  it.  Imagine  how 


Tobey  will  go  along  with  it. 

pular  Mr.  Kefauver  would  be  down  in  the 
bi'uegrass  section  if  he  tried  a  knockout  blow 
at  the  sport  of  touts?  And  Mr.  Tobey 's 
constituents,  or  a  good  number  of  them, 
also  like  to  put  a  few  bucks  on  tl)>6  nose  at 
the  New,  Hampshire  race-track  establish¬ 
ment.  Until  there  is  official  recognition  that 
racing  wirA,  services  are  only  a  by-product 
of  the  tracks,  and  that  prophylaxis  should 
be  directed  alxthe  real  evil,  the  efforts  of 
Senator  Kefauvkr  and  his  colleagues,  while 
admirable,  are  nSt  anything  to  get  unduly 
excited  about.  \  / 

Somewhat  to  ttfe  same  tenor  is  an 
article  by  Columni^tK  Fred  Othman, 
which  appeared  in  the  Washington  Daily 
News  last  June  19,  1950,  and  which  also 
analyzes  this  problem.  lie  said: 

/No  Horses,  No  Bets 

The  Democratic  gentleman  fi'om  Milwau¬ 
kee,  Representative  Andrew  J.  Biemiller, 
figures7 the  only  way  to  stop  betting  on  horse 
races  is  to  eliminate  them. 

There’d  be  no  bookmakers,  no  betting  syn¬ 
dicates  and  no  shady  racing  news  services, 
said  he,  if  there  were  no  races. 

His  fellow  lawgivers  were  aghast.  Mostly 
they  like  these  contests  between  the  noble 
nags.  And  mostly  they  lay  down  a  per¬ 
fectly  legal  wager  when  they  visit  the  track. 
Yet  they’re  knocking  themselves  out,  trying 
to  rid  the  Nation  of  betting  on  the  hosses 
when  the  gambling  takes  place  away  from 
the  tracks.  I  guess  I’m  dumb.  I  can’t  gee 
the  difference  between  putting  $2  on  the 
nose  of  a  filly  you  can  see  in  front  of  you  and 
one  in  a  race  a  couple  of  hundred  miles 
away. 

What  I  mean  is  that  I  rolled  out  to  Mary¬ 
land  the  other  evening  for  the  final  session 
of  the  harness  races  at  Rosecroft.  The  scen¬ 
ery  was  pretty  and  so  were  the  horses,  while 
the  breeze  was  soft,  and  the  food  in  the  club¬ 
house  superb. 

The  jockeys  in  these  races  mostly  were  old 
geezers  in  striped  satin  jackets  and  gold- 
rimmed  eyeglasses:  one  sported  a  small  white 
goatee.  They  rode  in  two-wheeled  carts 
called  sulkies  and  each  had  a  superb  view 
of  his  own  horse’s  tail. 

The  clubhouse  was  jammed  with  sports¬ 
men  like  myself.  At  the  next  table  sat  a 
United  States  Senator,  who  stands  four¬ 
square  against  bookmaicing,  which  he  con¬ 
siders  a  crime.  He  ordered  up  a  sirloin 
steak,  which  cost  him  $3.50  without  trim¬ 
mings.  Between  races  he  put  down  his  bets; 


during  their  running  he  was  more  concerned 
with  his  dinner  than  in  the  contests  under 
the  floodlights  down  below.  / 

So  were  a  lot  of  other  people.  / 

They  got  a  few  quick  glimpses  ,.of  the 
horses,  but  what  fascinated  them -Was  the 
voice  on  the  loud  speaker  announoing  which 
nag  had  won.  They  stopped  eating  then. 
And  I  claim  they  could  have  got  the  same 
results  via  telephone,  except,  6f  course,  that 
this  would  have  been  illegal. 

After  finishing  their  dinners  a  number 
of  the  patrons  ambled  downstairs,  took  a 
gander  at  the  handsome  horseflesh  and  the 
elderly  parties  on  the' sulkies,  then  repaired 
to  the  bar,  where  refreshments  were  avail¬ 
able  at  reasonable/prices. 

This  is  known  in  horse-racing  circles  as 
improving  the  breed.  I’m  not  kicking  about 
that,  either,  because  I  am  a  broad-minded 
fellow. 

Only  I  don’t  quite  see  the  justice  of  the 
lawgivers  wanting  to  put  into  the  clink  the 
little  guy  down  the  street  who’ll  take  a 
small  wager  and  thereby  save  me  the  trouble 
of  going  out  to  the  track. 

He  certainly  works  harder  for  his  money 
than  the  gent  on  track’s  microphone.  This 
mellow-voiced  individual  kept  urging  the 
customers  to  make  their  investments  at  the 
ticket  windows  while  there  was  still  time. 
The  little  guy  who  makes  book  comes  around 
personally  to  get  the  money. 

I  guess  I’ll  have  to  go  along  with  Repre¬ 
sentative  Biemiller.  I’d  hate  to  see  it  hap¬ 
pen,  but  if  we’re  going  to  eliminate  betting 
on  horses,  we’ll  also  have  to  eliminate  the 
races. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  bill  I  am  now 
introducing,  I  propose  to  prohibit  the 
transportation  in  interstate  or  foreign 
commerce  of  horses  or  dogs  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  participating  in  races  where 
facilities  for  betting  on  such  races  are 
available  and/or  where  money  prizes 
are  awarded  to  the  winners  and  others 
participating  therein.  This  bill  in  no¬ 
wise  would  prohibit  the  transportation 
of  horses  or  dogs  for  any  other  purpose, 
such  as  breeding,  show  or  shows,  work, 
hunting,  pleasure  riding,  and  so  forth. 
Under  the  bill,  as  proposed,  horse  or  dog 
racing  could  continue  in  any  State 
where  such  racing  has  been  legalized  as 
a  medium  for  betting  at  specified  gam¬ 
bling  enclosures  authorized  by  the  State. 
However,  the  enactment  of  the  bill  would 
prohibit  the  transportation  of  horses 
and  dogs  from  the  northern  tracks  to 
the  southern  tracks,  from  the  eastern 
tracks  to  the  western  tracks,  and  vice 
versa.  As  we  all  know,  there  is  no  horse 
or  dog  racing  at  the  northern  tracks 
during  the  winter  season.  At  that  time 
the  horses  or  dogs  are  taken  south  to 
race  in  Florida  and  Louisiana,  and  some 
are  taken  to  California.  In  the  spring 
of  the  year  these  horses  and  dogs  return 
north  and  to  the  midwestern  tracks. 

The  stopping  of  the  transportation  of 
these  horses  and  dogs  from  State  to 
State  would  mean  that  the  betting  pub¬ 
lic  would  not  be  familiar  with  the  per¬ 
formances  and  abilities  of  particular 
horses  and  dogs  racing  at  out-of-State 
tracks.  A  discussion  with  any  horse  or 
dog  bettor  will  unquestionably  convince 
anyone  that  such  bettors  want  to  bet  on 
horses  or  dogs  which  they  have  seen 
race  before.  They  have  no  particular 
interest  in  betting  on  horses  or  dogs 
which  they  have  not  seen  race  because 
they  have  no  yardstick  by  which  to  sat¬ 
isfy  their  minds  as  to  their  real  ability. 
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Accordingly,  when  the  horses  would  go 
south,  I  am  positive  there  would  be  a 
vt  decrease  in  illegal  gambling;  for 
example,  in  the  Northern  States  during 
the  winter  months,  where  the  bettors 
would  not  have  seen  the  horses  run 
which  would  then  be  running  at  the 
tracks  in  \he  Southern  States.  The 
converse  is  likewise  true.  The  with¬ 
drawal  of  the'^timuli  for  betting  for  a 
period  of  4  or  5  months  will  cause  many 
persons  to  lose  their  interest  in  betting 
on  horses  and  dog&  and  over  a  not  too 
long  a  period  of  tiiHe  I  believe  that  a 
public  apathy  would  ‘develop  as  far  as 
such  gambling  was  concerned. 

There  can  be  no  douhj  in  anyone’s 
mind  that  the  great  increase  in  the 
number  of  tracks  which  are'  pow  in  ex¬ 
istence  in  this  country  has  In  a  large 
measure  stimulated  the  public' interest 
in  gambling.  The  Attorney  General  of 
the  United  States,  J.  Howard  McGrath, 
stated  : 

The  country  was  allowed  to  drift  into 
laxity,  as  a  result,  I  suppose,  of  the  tre» 
mendous  increase  in  legalized  betting  within 
the  last  10  years.  This  is  a  new  problem. 

If  you  go  back  in  your  mind  to  10  or  15 
years  ago,  there  were  very  few  race  tracks 
around  the  United  States.  Since  that  time 
more  than  half  of  the  States  have  provided 
for  legalized  betting,  and  this  is  an  evil  that 
has  grown  out  of  the  fact  that  people  have 
been  made  conscious  of  how  to  bet  on  horses. 

I  daresay,  if  any  member  of  this  commit¬ 
tee  can  go  back  10  years  in  his  mind,  he 
would  not  know  how  to  bet  on  a  horse;  you 
would  not  know  what  it  meant  when  you 
said  "Win,  place,  show,”  or  any  of  those 
other  things.  Yet,  there  is  no  citizen  in  the 
United  States  today  that  does  not  under¬ 
stand  these  terms. 

So,  it  is  an  evil  that  has  grown  up  out  of 
a  new  social  condition,  shall  we  say,  that  has 
been  created  in  the  United  States. 

Now,  whether  it  is  a  wise  policy  to  have 
legal  betting  on  this  side  of  the  fence  and 
the  same  thing  to  be  illegal  on  the  other  side 
of  the  fence  is  a  matter  of  question. 

Tire  States  have  seen  fit  to  do  it.  They 
have  set  it  up  that  way.  And  our  people, 
for  the  most  part,  do  not  feel  there  is  any¬ 
thing  very  morally  wrong  if  they  go  into  the 
corner  periodical  store  and  put  $2  on  a  horse. 
It  is  not  morally  wrong  to  them  whether 
they  do  it  that  way  or  go  out  to  a  race  track 
and  pay  an  admission  and  put  it  through  a 
parimutuel  machine.  (Hearings  before  the 
Special  Committee  To  Investigate  Organized 
C  ime  in  Interstate  Commerce,  U.  S.  Senate, 
81st  Cong.,  2d  sess.  and  82d  Cong.,  1st  sess., 
pursuant  to  S.  Res.  202  (81st  Cong.),  p.  518, 
Monday,  March  26,  1951). 

That  is  the  testimony  of  the  Attorney 
General  of  the  United  States,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent. 

An  analysis  of  the  hearings  held  before 
the  Special  Committee  To  Investigate 
Organized  Crime  in  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce,  the  so-called  Kefauver  commit¬ 
tee,  certainly  adds  considerable  weight 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  legalization 
of  gambling  has  resulted  in  a  tremendous 
upsurge  in  gambling.  This  committee 
held  hearings  in  13  cities  throughout  the 
United  States  wherein  gambling  activi¬ 
ties  were  carried  on  on  a  large  scale. 
Ten  of  these  cities  were  located  in  States 
where  gambling  on  horse  and  dog  races 
has  been  legalized.  This  appears  to  me 
to  be  a  very  significant  fact. 

Only  two  arguments  can  be  advanced 
against  the  enactment  of  a  bill  such  as 
the  one  I  have  introduced.  The  first  is 


that  such  action  would  constitute  an 
infringement  of  States’  rights.  There 
can  be  no  support  for  this  proposition. 
The  conduct  of  racing  at  legalized  gam¬ 
bling  enclosures  would  still  be  permitted;! 
furthermore,  horses  and  dogs  could  still 
be  transported  from  State  to  State  for 
any  purpose  other  than  for  racing  at 
enclosures  where  betting  takes  place  or 
money  prizes  are  awarded.  For  ex¬ 
ample,' if  a  horse  owner  in  the  State  of 
Maryland  still  desired  to  continue  his 
stable,  he  could  have  a  mare  studded  in 
Kentucky  and  returned.  The  offspring 
could  thereafter  race  in  the  State  of 
Maryland  or  the  home-grown  variety 
could  be  used.  As  pointed  out  in  the 
Fred  Othman  article,  which  I  have  read 
earlier,  it  is  sheer  buncombe  to  say  that 
the  average  bettor  goes  to  a  race  track 
to  admire  the  beauty  or  performance  of 
the  horse.  He  is  interested  in  the  an¬ 
nouncement  from  the  loud-speaker  as 
to  whether  the  nag  on  which  he  has 
some  money  bet  is  in  the  running. 

The  other  argument  which  has  often¬ 
times  been  advanced  when  anything  is 
ever  mentioned  about  racing  is  that 
fiorse  racing  and  dog  racing  are  for  the 
improvement  of  the  breed.  This  argu- 
merH,  went  out  with  the  mechanized  age. 
A  study  of  the  hearings  that  have  been 
held  many  times  in  the  past  in  Congress 
will  show.that  this  argument  has  always 
been  advanced,  the  desire  to  improve  the 
breed  being  predicated  on  the  statement 
that  better  horses  were  needed  for  the 
United  States  Army  Cavalry  Remount 
Service;  but  as  all  of  us  know,  the 
United  States  Army  Cavalry  Remount 
Service  has  been  abolished. 

I  do  not  say  that  -the  enactment  of 
this  bill  would  result  in  the  abolishment 
of  all  types  of  illegal  gambling.  We  are 
all  aware  of  the  fact  that^ambling  is  a 
very  human  trait.  For  example,  it  re¬ 
minds  me  of  a  current  story  of  the 
students  at  a  western  university  who 
were  found  to  be  betting  quite  heavily 
on  football  games ;  and  when  the  faculty 
prohibited  such  betting  and  made  it 
gropnds  for  expulsion,  the  students  then 
held  a  pool  and  took  bets  on  when  the 
dean’s  pregnant  wife  would  have  a  haby^ 
whether  or  not  it  would  be  a  boy  or  a 
girl,  and  how  much  it  would  weigh. 
This  story  is  related  by  me  only  to  point 
out  that  bettors  will  always  find  some 
medium  to  enable  them  to  bet. 

However,  if  this  body  is  serious  about 
curtailing  off-track  gambling  on  horse 
and  dog  racing,  I  state  with  all  assur¬ 
ance  that  the  enactment  of  this  bill  will 
cause  a  marked  apathy  among  the  bet¬ 
ting  public.  Once  we  achieve  this  les¬ 
sening  of  interest,  I  am  convinced  that 
as  time  goes  on  this  apathy  will  increase. 
In  any  event,  we  shall  have  at  least  made 
the  problem  a  local  one  which  can  b8 
handled  by  the  States  themselves. 

Mr.  President,  in  this  connection  I  call 
attention  to  a  companion  bill  which  I 
now  ask  unanimous  consent  •  to  intro¬ 
duce.  The  title  of  the  bill  is  “To  re¬ 
quire  the  keeping  of  certain  records  in 
connection  with  betting  on  horse  and 
dog  racing.”  I  wish  to  give  a  brief  ex¬ 
planation  of  the  bill.  First,  I  shall  read 
the  bill: 

Be  it  enactecL,  eto.,  That  section  54  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  (relating  to  rec¬ 


ords  and  special  returns)  Is  amended  by  add/ 
lng  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subsection:  / 

“(h)  Racing  enclosures. — 

"(1)  All  operators  of  racing  enclosures 
wherein  betting  Is  legalized  by  State  law  are 
required  to  file  forms  containing  the  name 
and  address  of  all  persons  to  whom  fifty  dol¬ 
lars  ($50),  or  more,  is  paid.  It  shall  be 
the  duty  of  the  operators  of  such  racing  en¬ 
closures  to  require  the  recipients  of  fifty 
dollars  ($50),  or  more,  to  properly  identify 
themselves. 

“(2)  All  amounts  paid  to  any  persons  by 
the  operators  of  such  racing  enclosures  shall 
be  considered  net  profit  to  such  persons  un¬ 
less  they  obtain  and  preserve  a  receipt  other 
than  a  pari-mutuel  ticket  from  the  opera¬ 
tors  of  such  tracks  for  the  amounts  of 
moneys  wagered  by  such  persons  on  losing 
entries,  such,  receipt  to  be  obtained  at  the 
time .  that  the  pari-mutuel  ticket  is  pur¬ 
chased,  and  containing  the  purchaser’s  name 
and  address,  entry  bought  and  amount  bet. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  (S. 
162T)'  to  require  the  keeping  of  certain 
records  in  connection  with  betting  on 
horse  and  dog  racing,  introduced  by  Mr. 
Lancer,  was  received,  read  twice  by  its 
title,  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  in 
America  today  there  is  only  one  busi¬ 
ness  which  is  not  required  to  keep  Form 
1099.  That  is  the  racing  business. 
True,  the  forms  are  kept  as  to  their  em¬ 
ployees,  and  so  forth,  but  this  accounts 
for  only  a  portion  of  the  expenses 
which  inure  to  the  track  out  of  its  10 
percent  or  more  cut  of  the  total  han¬ 
dled.  The  bill  would  reach  the  billions 
of  dollars  which  are  bet  annually,  as  to 
which  no  accounting  whatsoever  is 
presently  required.  The  tracks  keep  no 
records  of  the  names  of  persons  to 
whom  they  pay  winning  wagers,  nor  do 
they  keep  records  of  the  names  of  per¬ 
sons  who  wager  at  the  tracks.  The  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Internal  Revenue  will  confirm 
the  fact  that  many  tax  violators,  when 
found  with  cash  on  hand — sometimes 
amounting  to  thousands  upon  thou¬ 
sands  of  dollars — claim  to  have  won  the 
money  on  bets  at  racing  enclosures.  If 
this  bill  is  enacted,  the  Bureau  of  In¬ 
ternal  Revenue  will  have  the  names  of 
all  persons  who  have  won  $50  or  more 
at  one  time.  Further,  the  bill  will  pre¬ 
vent  such  persons  from  claiming  as 
losses  on  betting  amounts  as  to  which 
today  all  that  would  be  required  would 
be  to  preserve  the  pari-mutuel  tickets 
on  losing  horses  or  dogs.  These  losing 
tickets  can  be  picked  up  by  the  millions 
of  dollars  every  year  on  the  floors  of  the 
tracks,  whei*e  they  have  been  thrown 
by  persons  who  have  lost,  after  the 
results  were  announced.  Under  this 
bill,  such  pari-mutuel  tickets  on  such 
losing  wagers  would  be  meaningless. 
The  result  would  be  that  millions  upon 
millions  upon  millions  of  dollars  would 
go  into  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States,  instead  of  going,  as  now  is  the 
case,  to  a  bunch  of  crooks  who  gather  up 
such  tickets  after  they  are  thrown  away 
at  the  tracks. 

Any  person  who  would  be  betting  rea¬ 
sonably  high  amounts  would  obtain 
from  the  pari-mutuel  seller  a  receipt 
giving  his  name,  address,  horse  or  dog 
bet  on,  and  the  amount  paid.  The  re- 
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stamping  device.  Without  such  a  re-  )> 
ceipt  a  bettor  would  not  be  able  to  de-,, 
dqct’any  losses  against  his  winnings;/ 1 
and  his  winnings  would  have  come  to  I 
th^  attention  of  the  Bureau  of  Internal  ; 
Revenue  by  virtue  of  the  requirement 
compelling  the  operators  of  the  tracks  : 

to  fire  Form  1099.  / 

Mr'.  President,  in  addition  to  the  fea- 
sons  I  have  already  stated  for  enact¬ 
ment  V  the  bill,  I  believe  I  should  call 
attention  to  the  fact  that  toddy  all 
householders  who  employ  persons,  even 
domestic,  being  paid  $50  or  more  a 
month  ai;e  required  to  file  form^'  stating 
this  factA)  The  same  reasoning  applies 
to  the  paVment  of  winnings  to  bettors. 

This  bil\  is,  however,  not  Mrictly  a 
revenue -raising  measure  requiring  in¬ 
troduction  first  in  the  House  by  the 
Ways  and  Ifeans  Committed  The  re¬ 
quirement  aij  to  the  keeping  of  records 
will,  however,'  enable  the  Bureau  of  In¬ 
ternal  Revenue  to  locate;  the  revenue 
and  collect  thd  taxes  due.  / 

Mr.  President - 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  shall  yield  in  a  mo¬ 
ment.  \ 

Before  I  yield,  Mr.  /President,  let  me 
say  that  I  have  be^h  horrified,  when 
picking  up  the  newspapers,  regardless  of 
the  part  of  the  Unified  States  in  which 
I  travel,  just  as  I  was  horrified  when  I 
listened  to  some  of  the  testimony  before  . 
the  Kefauver  committee,  to  learn  that 
some  of  the  gamblers  «ay,  “Yes;  I  have 
$40,000  or  $50,000  at  home,  but  I  won  it 
at  a  race  track,”  or  “I  won  it  in  Florida 
at  a  dog  race.”  Mr.  President,  the  en¬ 
actment  of  this  bill  will  not  interfere  in 
any  manner  whatsoever  with  legalized 
gambling  in  the  States  in  accordance 
with  State  law,  but  in  my  opinion  the 
bill  will  have  a  very  fine  effect  on  the 
raising  of  revenue  in  behalf  of  the  tax¬ 
payers  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  question  was 
whether  the  Senator’s  bill  would  be  broad 
enough  to  prohibit  the  shipment  of  dogs, 
for  instance,  to  exhibitions  where  field 
prizes,  both  in  money  and  otherwise, 
might  be  awarded,  and  also  the  ship¬ 
ment  of  horses  and  dogs  in  connection 
with  shows,  fairs,  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  particularly  stated 
that  this  bill  would  exempt  horses  and 
dogs  shipped  for  those  purposes,  and 
also  when  shipped  for  the  purpose  of 
improving  breeds. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  So  it  would  not 
pover  the  shipment  of  dogs  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  competing  for  field  prizes? 
j  Mr.  LANGER.  That  is  correct.  It 
/  would  exempt  them. _ ' 

LABOR -FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1952 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  3709)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Labor, 
the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and  re¬ 
lated  independent  agencies,  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for  other 
purposes. 


Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hunt 
In  the  chair).  The  Senator  will  state 
the  inquiry. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  What  is  the  question 
now  before  the  Senate? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  before  the  Senate  is  an  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  senior  Senator  from 
Illinois,  on  page  2,  line  17. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and 
the  following  Senators  answered  to  their 
names: 


Aiken 

Green 

McMahon 

Anderson 

Hayden 

Monroney 

Bennett 

Hendrickson 

Moody 

Benton 

Hennings 

Morse 

Brewster 

Hickenlooper 

Mundt 

Bridges 

Hill 

O’Conor 

Butler,  Md. 

Hoey 

O’Mahoney 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Hunt 

Pastore 

Byrd 

Ives 

Robertson 

Cain 

Jenner 

Saltonstall 

Capehart 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Schoeppel 

Carlson 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Smathers 

Chavez 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Smith,  Maine 

Clements 

Kefauver 

Sparkman 

Connally 

Kem 

Stennis 

Cordon 

Langer 

Taft 

Dirksen 

Lehman 

Thye 

Douglas  ‘ 

Lodge 

Underwood 

Dworshak 

Long 

Watkins 

Eastland 

Magnuson 

Welker 

Ecton 

Malone 

Wherry 

Ellender 

Maybank 

Wiley 

Ferguson 

McCarthy 

Williams 

Flanders 

McClellan 

Young 

Frear 

McFarland 

George 

McKellar 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present. 

The  question  is  off1  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  CMr.  Douglas]. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  withhold 
his  request?  I  should  like  to  submit  an 
amendment  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Illinois,  and  the  Senate  will 
have  to  vote  first  on  my  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  offer 
of  an  amendment  by  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  is  not  in  order  at  this  time. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  regular  order. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Is  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  out  of  order  because  the  yeas 
and  nays  had  been  asked  for?  They 
have  not  yet  been  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  No;  that 
Is  not  the  point.  The  amendment  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
would  be  an  amendment  in  the  third  de¬ 
gree  and  would  be,  therefore,  not  in 
order. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  can  ask  for  a  re¬ 
consideration  of  the  action  of  the  Senate 
in  rejecting  on  yesterday  the  House  pro¬ 
vision,  can  I  not? 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  amendment  must  first  be  dis¬ 
posed  of. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  It  was  my  under¬ 
standing  that  the  amendment  would  be 
in  order.  The  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  would  save 
only  $94,445.  If  we  should  adopt  all  the 
amendments  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
the  bill  would  still  carry  more  money 
than  was  appropriated  in  1950.  I  do  not 
want  to  support  an  amendment  which 
will  give  an  agency  more  money  than  it 
had  last  year.  As  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  has  stated,  we  must  take  out  a  little 
more  of  the  fat,  and  in  addition  to  that, 
a  little  of  the  meat.  We  are  not  even 
cutting  the  fat  out  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  it  is  all 
right  to  take  out  the  fat,  but  we  should 
not  take  out  the  common  sense,  too. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  and  Mr.  CHAVEZ  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  to  state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
understand - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  rise  to  a  point  of 
order. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  am  I 
correct  in  my  understanding  that  the 
amendment  which  I  have  offered  to  the 
committee  amendment  is  an  amendment 
in  the  second  degree,  and  that  any 
amendment  to  my  amendment  would  be 
in  the  third  degree  and  would,  therefore, 
be  out  of  order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  asked 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  It  is  in  order,  is  it  not, 
when  a  point  of  order  is  raised,  for  the 
Senator  who  made  the  point  to  present 
his  observations  as  to  why  he  feels  that 
the  point  of  order  should  be  sustained? 
Is  not  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  would  have  some  discretion. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  understand  that.  I 
‘hope  the  distinguished  occupant  of  the 
Chair  will  recognize  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  in  order  that  he  may  at  least 
present  his  argument  on  the  point  of 
order,  even  though  his  amendment  may 
be  out  of  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  understood  that  the  Senator  had 
stated  the  reasons,  but  the  Chair  will 
permit  him  to  restate  them.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Delaware  is  recognized. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  do  not  understand 
why  I  lost  the  floor  in  the  first  place. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Delaware  offered  an 
amendment  which  was  out  of  order.  He 
lost  the  floor  when  the  Chair  ruled  that 
it  was  out  of  order. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  think’ the  Record 
will  show  that  I  was  stating  why  I 
wanted  to  present  an  amendment.  Is 
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there  no  way  by  which  I.  can  offer  an 
amendment  without  the  Senate  first  vot¬ 
ing  on  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Illinois? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  is  advised  by  the  Parliamentarian 
that  there  is  no  way  by  which  that  may 
be  done. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  merely  want  to 
point  out  that  even  though  the  Senate 
adopts  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Illinois,  only  $14,445  would  be  saved 
in  the  Office  of  the  Solicitor,  and  that 
same  agency  operated  for  $1,000,000  in 
1950  and  in  1951  for  a  quarter  of  the 
amount.  I  think  the  taxpayers  might 
as  well  know  that  while  great  speeches 
favoring  economy  are  made  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate,  if  efforts  to  save  money 
are  going  to  be  ruled  out  of  order,  we 
will  not  get  anywhere  with  this  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  requested,  and 
they  are  ordered. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  discuss  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Illinois,  although  I  do 
not  expect  to  support  all  the  amend¬ 
ments  he  proposes  to  offer. 

When  our  Government  was  established 
it  was  understood  that  the  legislative 
branch  should  enact  laws  and  that  the 
executive  branch  should  apply  them.  It 
is  only  natural  that  some  laws  enacted 
should  be  misunderstood  by  the  branch 
of  the  Goverment  which  is  supposed  to 
apply  them.  So  it  was  provided  that 
when  there  was  any  doubt  as  to  the 
meaning  of  a  law  enacted  by  the  Con¬ 
gress,  the  agency  of  the  executive  branch 
which  was  concerned  could  apply  to  the 
Attorney  General  for  an  interpretation 
of  the  law.  However,  as  time  went  on, 
various  departments  established  solici¬ 
tors’  offices  and  departed  from  the  prac¬ 
tice  of  applying  to  the  Attorney  General 
for  interpretation  of  acts  of  Congress  to 
such  an  extent  that  in  1949  only  33 
formal  opinions  and  interpretations  were 
made  by  the  Attorney  General’s  office. 

The  Solicitors’  offices  in  some  of  the 
departments  have  grown  so  very  large 
and  so  very  expensive  that  they  have 
become  one  of  the  major  problems  of  the 
Government.  To  too  great  an  extent  the 
solicitor  and  his  staff,  who  are  employed 
by  the  head  of  a  department,  are  en¬ 
gaged  in  misinterpreting  acts  of  Con¬ 
gress  and  pointing  out  means  by  which 
the  head  of  the  department  may  success¬ 
fully  evade  complying  with  the  intent  of 
the  Congress.  I  think  we  could  well  cut 
some  of  the  personnel  and  the  appro¬ 
priations  for  most  of  the  solicitors’  of¬ 
fices.  I  realize  that  they  have  some  able 
lawyers.  They  have  certain  papers  to 
make  out,  and  they  have  quite  a  bit  of 
work  for  lawyers  to  do,  but  they  consti¬ 
tute  one  of  the  major  problems  of  good 
government  by  spending  too  much  of 
their  time  in  figuring  out  ways  to  evade 
the  intent  of  the  Congress. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  support  the 
first  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  In  order  to  indicate  to 
the  Senator  from  Vermont,  for  whom  I 


have  the  greatest  respect  as  a  legislator 
and  as  a  citizen,  what  the  committee  had 
in  mind  and  was  trying  to  accomplish, 
I  may  say  that  on  page  19  of  the  report 
it  will  be  seen  that  the  bill,  as  to  that 
item,  contains  $51,715  less  than  the 
amount  appropriated  for  1951.  It  is 
$90,555  under  the  budget  estimate,  and 
only  $19,000  over  the  House  figure.  We 
believed  those  items  are  completely  jus¬ 
tified. 

I  am  in  deep  sympathy  with  the  objec¬ 
tives  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont.  I 
know  that  in  many  instances  depart¬ 
ments  will  do  what  the  Senator  has  in 
mind  to  be  done.  But  if  the  Senator  will 
only  read  the  statement  I  made  to  the 
Senate  concerning  this  item  when  we 
b:gan  the  debate  he  will  realize  that  the 
committee  went  the  limit.  The  report  is 
not  partisan  in  any  sense.  The  report  to 
the  full  committee  was*  made  by  a  sub¬ 
committee,  whose  members  from  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  were  in  complete  har¬ 
mony.  I  hope  the  Senator  will  bear  that 
in  mind. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  does  not  pretend  to  know  the  exact 
number  of  dollars  required  to  make  it 
possible  for  the  necessary  legal  work  of 
each  department  to  be  performed.  The 
Senator  from  Vermont  is  depending  upon 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  to  produce  in¬ 
formation  as  to  the  correct  number  of 
dollars  to  be  provided  for  this  particular 
solicitor’s  office.  But,  so  far  as  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Vermont  is  concerned,  he  would 
like  to  find  some  way  of  eliminating  every 
dollar  which  is  spent  by  the  various  solic¬ 
itors’  offices  in  finding  ways  to  evade  the 
intent  of  the  Congress. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  the  sub¬ 
committee  of  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  which  handled  the  bill  began 
hearings  on  the  3rd  of  April.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  is  not  a  member  of  the 
subcommittee.  He  did  not  hear  any  of 
the  testimony  given  to  the  subcommit¬ 
tee.  The  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Knowland],  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  Thye],  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  [Mr.  Hill],  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico,  and  other  Senators  heard  that 
testimony.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  expect  a  member  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
to  have  heard  as  much,  evidence  on 
this  matter  as  a  member  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  dealing  with  the  subject?  All 
I  ask  is  that  he  give  just  as  much  con¬ 
sideration  to  members  of  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  who  took  part  in 
the  discussion  of  the  bill  and  in  listen¬ 
ing  to  the  justifications  of  the  bill,  as 
to  other  Senators. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  knows  that  the  House  provided 
$1,650,000  for  this  item,  which  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  would  reduce  to  $1,255,- 
000.  The  Senator  from  Vermont  is  sure 
that  if  evidence  is  produced  before  the 
conferees  that  the  amount  proposed  by 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  is  altogether 
too  low  to  permit  the  Solicitor’s  Office  to 
function  effectively  and  properly — and  I 
emphasize  the  word  “properly” — the 
conferees  will  then  be  in  a  position  to 
correct  any  inadvertent  injustice  which 
the  Senate  might  have  committed. 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Do  I  understand  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  to  intimate  that 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  knows  more 
concerning  the  justifications  for  this 
item  than  do  the  Senator  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  and  the  members  of  the  subcommittee 
who  heard  the  evidence? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  has  so  much  confidence  in  both 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  fi’om  New  Mexico  that  he  would 
not  care  to  answer  that  question.  On 
this  particular  point,  however,  since 
there  will  be  ample  opportunity  to  cor¬ 
rect  any  injustice  we  may  make  in  the 
Senate,  I  prefer  to  go  along  with  the 
Senator  from  Illinois,  and  see  if  there 
is  any  possible  way  to  keep  the  Solicitor’s 
Offices  from  spending  such  a  lar;;e  per¬ 
centage  of  their  time  in  trying  to  find 
some  way  successfully  to  evade  the  in¬ 
tent  of  Congress. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  next  time  a  bill 
is  reported  from  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  I  feel  I  could  be 
justified,  in  view  of  the  remarks  of  the 
Senator  from  Vermont,  in  going  to  some 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Finance 
to  find  out  what  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  meant  by  their  re¬ 
port  on  a  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
hope  the  Senate  will  keep  in  mind  that 
various  departments  of  Government  are 
being  overstaffed  with  attorneys,  with 
planners,  and  with  charters.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan  dees  not  feel  that 
simply  because  of  the  fact  that  he  is  a 
member  of  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  such  matters  as  we  are  now  discuss¬ 
ing  should  not  have  full  and  complete 
discussion  on  the  floor,  engaged  in  by 
Senators  who  are  not  members  of  the 
committee. 

Anyone  who  is  familiar  with  the  prac¬ 
tice  of  law  knows  that  after  the  laws  are 
passed  and  have  been  interpreted  for  a 
number  of  years  in  a  department,  the 
work  becomes  more  or  less  clerical.  We 
find,  however,  that  every  time  we  pass  a 
new  law  applying  to  a  particular  depart¬ 
ment,  that  department  comes  to  Con¬ 
gress  the  next  year  and  wants  more  law¬ 
yers  in  order  that  they  can  interpret  the 
new  statute. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Does  not  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  agree  that  the  solicitor 
of  a  department  is  not  in  any  position  to 
give  an  impartial  interpretation  of  an 
act  of  Congress  when  he  knows  that  the 
department  head  wants  it  interpreted  in 
a  certain  way?  He  is  employed  by  the 
department  head,  and  if  he  does  not  in¬ 
terpret  an  act  of  Congress  in  a  manner 
satisfactory  to  the  department  head,  he 
may  lose  his  job.  The  Attorney  General, 
who  should  render  an  impartial  inter¬ 
pretation,  is  not  applied  to  at  all  be¬ 
cause  the  department  head  could  not 
dismiss  him  if  he  gave  him  a  “wrong” 
interpretation., 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  has  hit  the  nail 
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squarely  on  the  head.  So  long  as  the 
Government  continues  to  permit  every 
agency,  every  bureau,  and  subbureau,  to 
have  its  own  lawyers  and  its  own  inter¬ 
preters  of  the  law,  instead  of  submitting 
questions  of  law  to  the  Attorney  Genei  al, 
we  are  going  to  receive  very  poor  inter¬ 
pretations  of  laws. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  Senate  will 
vote  for  the  proposed  cut 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  it  is  all 
very  well  to  take  the  position  Senators 
have  just  taken,  but  we  should  remem¬ 
ber  our  own  responsibility  in  connection 
with  this  matter.  If  there  is  an  office  of 
Solicitor  in  the  Department  of  Labor  it 
is  because  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  created  the  office.  If  we  are 
really  sincere  in  our  desire  to  save,  we 
should  pass  legislation  abolishing  all 
such  offices.  But  after  we  create  posi¬ 
tions  and  impose  duties  upon  those  oc¬ 
cupying  them,  we  should  consider  our 
responsibilities  in  connection  with  mak¬ 
ing  adequate  appropriations  so  as  to 
make  it  possible  for  those  occupying  the 
positions  to  carry  out  the  duties  we  have 
imposed  upon  them.  If  we  want  to  do 
more  than  simply  give  lip  service  to 
economy,  let  us  introduce  legislation 
abolishing  all  such  offices.  I  might  vote 
in  favor  of  such  proposed  legislation. 

Mr.  President,  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  have 
worked  hard  and  diligently  on  this  sub¬ 
ject.  I  have  told  the  Senate  that  in  this 
particular  instance  the  only  question  in¬ 
volved  is  whether  the  Senate  committee 
was  justified  in  adding  $19,000.  In  order 
to  bring  about  economy  we  made  a  re¬ 
duction  totaling  $51,000  under  the  1951 
appropriation,  and  $80,000  under  the 
budget  figure.  The  committee,  however, 
did  not  feel  justified  in  ruining  the  func¬ 
tion  completely.  Of  course,  money  can 
be  saved  by  Congress.  Congress  can  do 
away  with  all  appropriations.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  has  the  authority  to  do  that.  But 
do  we  want  to  carry  on  orderly  processes 
of  government?  Do  we^Want  to  accept 
our  responsibility?  There  is  an  Office  of 
Solicitor  in  the  Department  of  Labor. 
Do  we  want  that  Office  to  function? 
Yes;  but  properly,  and  without  waste. 
If  we  want  it  to  function  properly,  it  is 
our  duty  not  to  sabotage  its  work,  but  to 
provide  the  Office  annually  with  the  nec¬ 
essary  funds  to  enable  it  to  carry  on  in 
a  proper  manner. 

I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  defeated. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
support  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  be¬ 
cause  it  is  better  than  no  saving  at  all. 
I  have  great  respect  for  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  but  I 
point  out  that  the  adoption  of  this 
amendment  would  be  far  from  sabotag¬ 
ing  any  of  the  work  of  the  Office  in 
question,  because  even  if  we  adopt  the 
amendment,  this  particular  Office  of  the 
Department  will  still  have  50  percent 
more  money  than  it  had  in  1950. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Douglas]  to  the  committee 
amendment  on  page  2,  beginning  in  line 
11.  On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays 


have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Fulbright]  and  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  [Mr.  Holland]  are  absent  by  leave 
of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Gil¬ 
lette]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey],  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Kerr],  the  Senators  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Kilgore  and  Mr. 
Neely],  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
McCarran],  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Russell],  and  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Smith]  are  absent 
on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mur¬ 
ray]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  on 
official  business,  having  been  appoint¬ 
ed  a  representative  of  our  Government 
to  attend  the  International  Labor  Con¬ 
ference  being  held  in  Geneva,  Switzer¬ 
land. 

The  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Kerr]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Nixon]. 
If  present  and  voting  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the 
Senator  from  California  would  vote 
“yea.” 

The  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Kilgore]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Mar¬ 
tin].  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  West  Virginia  would  vote 
“nay,”  and  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Carran]  is  paired  on  ‘this  vote  with  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bricker],  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Nevada  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Ohio  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Murray]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Smith], 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Montana  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  would  vote 
'■“yea.” 

The  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Neely]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Know- 
land]  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  West  Virginia  would  vote 
“nay,”  and  the  Senator  from  Califor¬ 
nia  would  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Milli- 
kin]  is  necessarily  absent.  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Case]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate 
on  official  business,  and,  if  present,  he 
would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Tobey]  is  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness  of  the  Committee  on  Crime  Investi¬ 
gation,  and,  if  present,  he  would  vote 
“yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Duff]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bricker] 
is  necessarily  absent  and  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  McCar¬ 


ran].  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ohio  would  vote  “yea”  and 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  would  vote 
“nay.” 

The  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Knowland]  is  absent  on  official  business 
and  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Neely].  If  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  California 
would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]  is  necessarily  absent  and  paired 
with  the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Murray].  If  present  and  voting,  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  would  vote 
“yea”  and  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Martin],  who  is  absent  because  of  ill¬ 
ness  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Kilgore].  If  pres¬ 
ent  and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia  would  vote 
“nay.” 

The  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Nixon],  who  is  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness,  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr],  If  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  California 
woud  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  47, 
nays  29,  as  follows: 

yeas— 47 


Aiken 

Ferguson 

Moody 

Bennett 

Flanders 

Mundt 

Benton 

Frear 

O'Conor 

Brewster 

Hendrickson 

Robertson 

Bridges 

Hickenlooper 

Saltonstall 

Butler,  Md. 

Hoey 

Schoeppel 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Ives 

Smith,  Maine 

Byrd 

Jenner 

Taft 

Cain 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Thye 

Capehart 

Kem 

Watkins 

Carlson 

Lodge 

Welker 

Dirksen 

Long 

Wherry 

Douglas 

Malone 

Wiley 

Dworshak 

McCarthy 

Williams 

Eastland 

McClellan 

Young 

Ecton 

McMahon 

NAYS— 29 

Anderson 

Hill 

McKellar 

Chavez 

Hunt 

Monroney 

Clements 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Morse 

Connally 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

O'Mahoney 

Cordon 

Kefauver 

Pastore 

Ellender 

Langer 

Smathers 

George 

Lehman 

Sparkman 

Green 

Magnuson 

Stennis 

Hayden 

Maybank 

Underwood 

Hennings 

McFarland 

NOT  VOTING— 

•20 

Bricker 

Kerr 

Neely 

Case 

Kilgore 

Nixon 

Duff 

Knowland 

Russell 

Fulbright 

Martin 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Gillette 

McCarran 

Smith,  N.  C. 

Holland 

Mlllikin 

Tobey 

Humphrey 

Murray 

So  Mr.  Douglas’  amendment  to  the 
committee  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  is  on  agreeing  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  as  amended. 

The  amendment  as  amended  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
call  up  my  amendment  6-7-5 1-V.  The 
amendment  is  offered  in  behalf  of  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Wherry], 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Taft],  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
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Eridges],  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Williams],  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Dirksen],  and  myself. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  won¬ 
der  if  I  may  interrupt  the  Senator  from 
Michigan,  to  make  a  suggestion? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  should  be  glad  to 
do  so  provided  I  do  not  lose  the  floor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
may  do  so  without  losing  his  right  to 
the  floor. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  ask  that  I  may  ad¬ 
dress  an  inquiry  to  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  without  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  losing  his  right  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  the  vote 
on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Ililnois  was  very  decisive. 
Would  the  Senator  from  Illinois  agree 
that,  so  far  as  the  remainder  of  his 
amendments  are  concerned,  they  be  ac¬ 
cepted  by  the  committee  and  taken  to 
conference? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  would  appreciate  it 
very  much.  It  would  save  time.  I  should 
like  to  have  the  privilege  of  submitting 
now,  if  I  may - 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Just  a  moment.  Mr. 
President,  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
cannot  consent  to  such  procedure,  be¬ 
cause  it  would  mean  that  his  amend¬ 
ment  would  become  an  amendment  in 
the  third  degree,  and,  therefore,  would 
not  be  in  order.  I  believe  we  should  con¬ 
sider  first  of  all  the  amendment  which 
I  am  offering. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Of  course,  he  has  the 
floor.  I  am  trying  to  save  a  little  time. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  we  may 
proceed  in  the  manner  I  have  suggested 
without  the  Senator  from  Michigan  los¬ 
ing  his  right  to  offer  his  amendment. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  Senator  from 
Michigan  cannot  consent  to  such  pro¬ 
cedure  at  the  present  moment.  He  be¬ 
lieves  the  Senate  should  first  vote  on  the 
amendment  which  he  has  offered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Ferguson]. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  42, 
between  lines  15  and  16,  it  is  proposed  to 
insert  a  new  section,  as  follows : 

Sec.  703.  Each  appropriation  or  authoriza¬ 
tion  made  by  this  act  for  any  purpose,  of 
which  a  specified  portion  is  herein  made 
available  for  personal  services,  and  each 
amount  so  specified  as  being  available  for 
personal  services,  is  hereby  reduced  by  an 
amount  equal  to  5  percent  of  the  amount  re¬ 
quested  for  personal  services  for  such  pur¬ 
pose  in  budget  estimates  heretofore  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  for  the  fiscal  year 
1952. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  trace  briefly  the  background  of  this 
amendment.  It  is  directed  at  the  tre¬ 
mendous  overload  of  civilian  employ¬ 
ment  in  the  Federal  Government.  I  have 
some  satistics  which  reflect  that  over¬ 
load. 


The  House  of  Representatives  sought 
to  attack  this  problem  by  adopting  the 
so-called  Jensen  amendment.  I  regret 
exceedingly  that  the  Senate  committee 
has  seen  fit  to  abandon  the  formula  for 
reducing  Government  personnel  which 
the  Jensen  amendment  represents.  I 
think  it  is  effective,  painless,  and  with 
the  perfections  I  had  supported  that  it 
was  administratively  practicable. 

I  protested  the  abandonment  of  the 
Jensen  amendment  in  the  committee, 
and  this  action  is  designed  to  repair  some 
of  the  damage  done  by  abandoning  the 
Jensen  amendment. 

The  Jensen  amendment  was  admirably 
simple  and  completely  painless.  It  used 
the  simple  device  of  placing  a  bar  upon 
filling  more  than  one  out  of  four  vacan¬ 
cies  in  Federal  civilian  employment 
caused  by  resignation,  death,  and  so  on. 
It  was  painless  because  no  one  would 
have  been  fired.  But  the  payrolls  would 
have  been  reduced  materially  as  natural 
causes  reduced  them. 

One  of  the  reasons  that  I  regret  the 
abandonment  of  the  Jensen  amendment 
is  that  it  contained  a  feature  which  was 
one  of  the  best  breaks  conscientious  and 
able  Federal  employees  have  ever  had. 
The  amendment  specified  that  its  bar 
against  filling  vacancies  would  not  ap¬ 
ply  to  promotions  within  an  agency.  In 
other  words,  it  would  have  provided  an 
inducement  for  the  promotion  of  quali¬ 
fied  men  and  women  to  important  posi¬ 
tions  where  vacancies  had  occurred.  The 
present  percentage  cut  in  personal  serv¬ 
ices  funds  gives  no  attention  to  that  very 
significant  inducement  and  source  of 
encouragement  fo  hard-working,  ambi¬ 
tious,  Government  employees. 

On  this  particular  bill  the  Jensen 
amendment,  as  it  passed  the  House,  had 
no  terminal  point.  But  in  line  with  a 
version  of  the  amendment  which  had 
been  attached  to  other  bills  in  the  House, 
we  had  proposed  that  it  become  inopera¬ 
tive  when  the  payrolls  had  been  reduced 
by  20  percent.  I  believe  those  of  us  who 
supported  the  amendment  and  its  prin¬ 
ciple  were  even  willing  to  limit  its  ap¬ 
plication  to  a  10-percent  cut  if  that  was 
necessary  to  gain  its  acceptance. 

Largely  upon  representations  from  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  which  I  dare  say 
could  not  have  been  expected  to  say 
otherwise  than  that  the  formula  was  not 
desirable,  the  committee  abandoned  the 
Jensen  formula.  Instead  it  adopted  a 
formula  which  cuts  from  the  various  ap¬ 
propriation  items  where  personal  serv¬ 
ices  are  involved  a  sum  corresponding  to 
5  percent  of  the  amount  which  had  been 
requested  in  the  budget  for  personal 
services.  Wherever  that  is  done  the 
committee  has  placed  a  limitation  upon 
personal  services  within  the  appropria¬ 
tion  item,  and  that  limitation  corre¬ 
sponds  to  95  percent  of  the  budget  re¬ 
quest  for  personal  services. 

At  this  point  I  wish  to  refer  to  the  bill 
and  invite  the  attention  of  Senators  to 
the  items  which  would  be  covered  by 
the  amendment. 

Let  us  take  page  2.  On  line  13  the 
amount  as  proposed  was  $1,400,000. 
That  has  been  cut  by  the  amendment  of 


the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Wil¬ 
liams]  to  $1,000,000.  Of  that  amount  not 
more  than  $1,250,136  shall  be  available 
for  personal  services. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  an  inquiry? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Will  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  repeat  the  figures  he  has 
read?  Do  I  understand  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware  was 
that  not  more  than  $1,000,000  shall  be 
spent  by  the  Department  of  Labor,  of 
which  not  less  than  $1,250,136  shall  be 
available  for  personal  services?  How  is 
it  possible  to  spend  for  personal  services 
a  sum  in  excess  of  the  total  amount  ap¬ 
propriated?  My  ears  may  have  deceived 
me,  but  that  is  what  I  understood  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  to  say. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  ask  at  this  time  whether  the  mil- 
lion-dollar  figure  applied  to  both  figures 
mentioned  on  line  13. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Yes. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  Senator  from 
Michigan  thought  it  so  applied.  A  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry,  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Did  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware  cover 
both  items? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  What  did  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan  read?  Will  he  re¬ 
peat  what  he  has  read? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  read  this:  “$1,400,- 
000,  of  which  not  more  than” — I  under¬ 
stand  that  the  next  figure  was  changed 
to  “$1,000,000” — “shall  be  available  for 
personal  services.” 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  thought  the  amend¬ 
ment,  as  read  by  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan,  provided  that  the  total  appropria¬ 
tion  should  be  not  more  than  “$1,000,000, 
of  which  not  more  than  $1,225,000” — 
obviously  an  impossibility. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  should  not  have 
read  that  figure.  I  shall  take  an  item 
on  page  3,  which  has  not  yet  been  touched 
by  any  floor  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  tell  the  Sen¬ 
ate  now  that  the  pending  amendment 
calling  for  a  10-percent  cut  in  personal 
services  applies  only  to  the  items  in  the 
bill  in  which  the  following  language  is 
used:  “of  which  not  more  than” — and 
then  a  figure  is  indicated  by  leaving  a 
blank  space — “shall  be  available  for  per¬ 
sonal  services.” 

This  is  language  placing  a  limitation 
on  personal  services.  The  language  of 
my  amendment  makes  clear  that  the 
amendment  applies  only  to  items  where 
that  limitation  appears. 

That  means  that  I  do  not  attempt  by 
the  amendment  to  eliminate  the  employ¬ 
ment  of  nurses  and  doctors  who  actually 
render  services  to  those  who  are  ill  in 
hospitals.  If  Senators  will  turn  to  page 
24  of  the  bill,  they  will  find  an  item  of 
$30,200,000  for  hospitals  and  medical 
care.  That  item  would  not  be  touched 
by  this  amendment  because  the  item 
does  not  contain  the  limiting  language 

“of  which  not  more  than - shall  be 

available  for  personal  services.” 
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Mr  President,  the  amendment  would 
not  cover  the  item  on  page  29,  for  in¬ 
stance,  reading  as  follows: 

St.  Elizabeths  Hospital  *  *  *  treat¬ 

ment  of  mental  illness,  $2,135,000. 


Because  the  additional  limiting  lan¬ 
guage  to  which  I  have  referred  does  not 

appear  in  that  case.  ...  ... 

Mr.  KILGORE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield  for  a  ques- 


Mr.  KILGORE.  I  wonder  whether 
Senators  who  propose  amendments  call¬ 
ing  for  cuts  in  appropriation  items  for 
the  physical  welfare  of  the  people  of  the 
Nation  are  willing  to  stand  responsible 
for  the  results  of  those  cuts. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  apologize  to  the 
Senator,  but  I  could  not  hear  his  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  KILGORE.  I  wonder  whether  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  and  many  other 
Senators  who  have  urged  the  adoption  of 
amendments  calling  for  cuts  in  the  ap¬ 
propriations  which  affect  the  physical 
welfare  of  the  people  of  the  Nation  are 
personally  willing,  individually,  to  stand 
responsible  for  the  results  of  those  cuts 
and  to  take  the  blame  in  that  connection. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
feel  that  I  am  perfectly  satisfied  to  oe 
judged  both  by  my  votes  in  the  commit¬ 
tee  and  by  everything  I  advocate  in  the 
comXttee  and  by  my  votes  on  the  floor 
and  everything  I  advocate  on  the  floor. 
I  do  not  believe  in  advocating  anything 
which  is  opposed  to  the  welfare  of  the 
country. 

Mr.  KILGORE.  Mr.  President,  let  us 
not  pass  the  blame  on  to  the  committee, 
but  let  us  place  the  blame  upon  those 
who  advocate  certain  cuts. 

Personally,  I  am  willing  to  assume  the 
responsibility  for  the  cuts  I  urge.  I 
think  every  Senator  who  urges  the  mak¬ 
ing  of  a  cut  in  appropriations  affecting 
the  physical  well-being  of  the  people  of 
the  United  States  should  take  into  con¬ 
sideration  the  nunYber  of  persons  who 
cannot  measure  up  to  the  physical  stand¬ 
ards  required  for  service  in  the  Armed 
Forces  and  also  the  number  of  welfare 
cases.  So  I  think  every  Senator  who 
urges  the  making  of  a  cut  in  these  appro¬ 
priations  should  be  willing  not  only  to 
assume  responsibility  for  such  cuts  as  a 
member  of  a  Senate  committee  but  also 
should  be  willing  to  assume  individual 
responsibility  for  them  as  a  representa¬ 
tive  of  the  people  of  his  State. 

I  am  asking  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  whether  he  is  willing  to  assume  that 
responsibility. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  have  stated  that 
I  am  willing  to  assume  full  responsibility 
for  my  votes  and  for  my  State. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  intend  to  submit  an 
amendment  to  the  amendment  the  Sen¬ 


ator  from  Michigan  has  submitted,  and, 
in  view  of  what  he  has  said  about  pro¬ 
tecting  the  health  activities  of  the  United 
States,  I  wish  to  ask  whether  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  will  accept  my  amend¬ 
ment  to  his  amendment?  The  amend¬ 
ment  which  I  would  submit  to  his 
amendment  reads  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan,  change  the  period  to  a 
colon,  and  add  the  following:  “Provided, 
That  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  appro¬ 
priations  of  the  Public  Health  Service  for 
hospitals  and  medical  care,  foreign  quaran¬ 
tine  service,  National  Institutes  of  Health, 
National  Cancer  Institute,  mental  health 
activities.  National  Heart  Institute,  and 
dental  health  activities. 

All  of  them  relate,  of  course,  to  the 
protection  of  the  health  of  the  people  of 
the  Nation. 

In  view  of  what  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  has  previously  said,  I  wonder 
whether  he  will  accept  this  amendment 
as  a  part  of  his  own  amendment. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  cannot  accept  the 
amendment  because  I  feel  that  no  excep¬ 
tion  should  be  made  to  the  proposition 
that  Federal  agencies  can  stand  a  10- 
percent  personnel  cut  without  impairing 
their  functions.  It  must  be  borne  in 
mind  that  the  cuts  provided  by  this 
amendment  apply  only  to  employees  of 
the  Federal  Government,  and  have  no 
effect  either  upon  grants  to  States  or 
State  employees.  The  amendment  call¬ 
ing  for  a  5-percent  reduction  in  Federal 
personnel  was  approved  by  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee,  and  I  merely  pro¬ 
pose  to  extend  the  scope  of  those  cuts 
since  I  feel  that  employment  in  positions 
in  the  Federal  Government  should  be  cut 
at  least  10  percent  below  the  budget 
estimates. 

That  is  all  we  are  trying  to  do  by 
means  of  this  amendment — namely,  to 
reduce  by  10  percent  the  Budget  esti¬ 
mates  for  the  salaries  of  employees  of 
the  Federal  Government — not  employees 
of  the  States,  but  only  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  employees. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  another  question? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  was  under  the 
impression  that  the  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan  had  said  that  his  amendment  would 
not  affect  the  doctors  and  nurses  in  hos¬ 
pitals;  and,  of  course,  I  assumed  that 
his  purpose  was  to  go  a  step  further  in 
protection  of  the  health  needs  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  Nation.  Certainly  the  work 
done  in  the  National  Institutes  of  Health, 
the  Cancer  Institute,  in  mental  health 
activities,  in  the  Heart  Institute,  and  so 
forth,  is  just  as  much  in  the  interest  of 
the  protection  of  the  health  of  the  people 
as  are  doctors  and  nurses,  although,  of 
course,  doctors  and  nurses  are  para¬ 
mount  in  their  importance. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  only  result  of 
this  amendment  will  be  to  cut  down  the 
overhead  of  the  Federal  Government 
agencies,  not  the  agencies  in  the  States. 


For  instance,  in  the  State  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  York,  in  New  York  City, 
there  is  an  agency  engaged  in  research 
work  in  heart  disease,  cancer,  and  so 
forth.  That  agency  is  operated  either 
by  a  private  hospital,  a  municipal  hos¬ 
pital,  or  a  State  hospital.  The  same  is 
true  in  the  case  of  the  State  of  Michi¬ 
gan.  However,  this  amendment  will  not 
make  any  cuts  in  the  funds  going  to  those 
services  and,  consequently,  cannot  affect 
those  services  or  the  local  employees. 
This  amendment  will  apply  only  to  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  employees  who  are  cov¬ 
ered  by  the  budget  and  are  directly 
affected  by  this  particular  appropriation. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

'  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  yield  for 
that  purpose? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  wish  to  address  a 
question  to  the  Presiding  Officer.  I  in¬ 
tend  to  submit  the  amendment  I  have 
stated  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Michigan.  I  wish  to  be  informed 
at  what  particular  time  in  the  proceed¬ 
ings  I  shall  be  entitled  to  submit  my 
amendment  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Michigan. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  York  will  have  the 
privilege  of  submitting  his  amendment 
to  the  amendment  at  any  time  when  he 
can  obtain  recognition  in  his  own  right. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  for  a  question. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
make  one  or  two  inquiries,  the  purpose 
of  which  it  is  necessary  to  explain.  It 
would  appear  that  we  are  now  in  the 
middle  of  an  operation  on  the  Senate 
floor  which  again  emphasizes  the  vice 
of  legislating  on  the  floor  rather  than  in 
committee  because  we  end  up  by  becom¬ 
ing  so  confused  that  it  is  difficult  to  know 
just  what  the  situation  is  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  a  bill  at  any  given  time.  The 
Senator  from  Michigan  is  offering  his 
amendment,  which,  I  take  it,  is  intended 
to  effect  an  additional  5  percent  reduc¬ 
tion  in  both  appropriations  and  limita¬ 
tions  to  that  which  was  recommended 
by  the  Appropriations  Committee.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  correct. 
Where  the  Appropriations  Committee 
applied  a  5-percent  cut  in  salaries,  my 
amendment  would  take  another  5  per¬ 
cent  off,  for  a  total  reduction  of  10 
percent  on  personal  services,  and  on  no 
other  items. 

Mr.  CORDON.  That  is  what  I  under¬ 
stood  was  the  purpose  of  the  amend¬ 
ment.  I  now  call  the  attention  of  the 
Senator  to  the  present  parliamentary 
situation.  In  the  first  item  on  page  2, 
the  Senate  has  adopted  an  amendment 
which  eliminates  entirely  both  lines  13 
and  14,  and  substitutes  therefor  the  fig¬ 
ure  or  the  sum  of  $1,000,000.  Therefore, 
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with  respect  to  that  item,  there  will  be 
nothing  upon  which  the  Senator’s 
amendment  can  operate,  there  is  no 
specified  amount  for  salaries,  nor  is  there 
a  specified  limitation;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CORDON.  While  I  feel  that  this 
body  is  wholly  wrong  in  the  action  it  has 
been  taking  in  eliminating  from  this  bill 
the  only  salary-control  provision  which 
has  ever  been  in  an  appropriation  act 
since  I  have  been  in  the  Senate,  I  may 
say,  that  is  a  matter  for  the  Senate  to  de¬ 
termine.  But,  when  it  has  so  determined 
it,  it  makes  ineffective  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Michigan,  because 
there  is  nothing  upon  which  the  amend¬ 
ment  may  operate. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  correct, 
and  I  quite  agree  with  the  Senator  on 
the  importance  of  this  congressional 
control  over  employment  which  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  limitations  provide,  and  which 
my  amendment  merely  enlarges. 

Mr.  CORDON.  The  Senator  feels 
that  way  about  it;  does  he? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Yes,  I  do;  and  that 
is  correct. 

Mr.  HUNT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  'Wyoming? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  HUNT.  I  was  rather  intrigued  by 
the  statement  of  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  that  a  straight  across-the- 
board  cut  would  not  in  any  way  reduce 
medical  services.  I  think  the  Senator  is 
in  error,  for  the  appropriations  of 
grants-in-aid  to  the  various  State  de¬ 
partments,  the  various  health  depart¬ 
ments,  the  salaries  of  those  in  charge  of 
the  cancer  program,  and  of  those  in 
charge  of  the  dental  program,  are  paid 
with  Federal  funds. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Yes,  but  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Michigan  will  cite  the  record 
now,  which  shows  that  those  items  for 
salaries  which  are  covered  in  grants  are 
not  affected  by  this  amendment.  The 
wording  of  the  amendment  does  not  af¬ 
fect  them,  and  I  shall  give  the  Senator 
an  example  in  connection  with  the  heart 
appropriation.  The  amount  for  per¬ 
sonal  services  is  $1,498,351.  Another 
item  is  object  No.  11,  “grants,  sub¬ 
sidies,  and  contributions.”  Those  are 
the  ones  which  go  to  the  State  and  cover 
the  payroll  or  any  expense  of  a  hospital 
or  research  department,  clinic,  or  any¬ 
thing  else,  the  amount  being  $7,500,000. 
We  only  touch  the  personal-service  item, 
which  is  object  classification  01  in  the 
budget.  I  wanted  to  make  that  clear. 

Mr.  HUNT.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
his  explanation,  because  I  do  not  think 
that  had  bfeen  made  clear. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York  for  a  question. 

Mr.  IVES.  The  senior  Senator  from 
New  York  would  like  to  support  the  re¬ 


marks  made  by  his  colleague,  the  junior 
Senator  from  New  York.  The  senior 
Senator  from  New  York  feels  that  the 
proposal  of  the  junior  Senator  from  New 
York  has  a  considerable  amount  of 
merit.  While  I  do  not  happen  to  have 
in  my  possession  a  copy  of  the  amend¬ 
ment,  it  occurs  to  me  that  if  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  of  the  type  which  it  would  ap¬ 
pear  to  be,  and  if  it  will  not  affect  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  any  more  than  it  presumably 
will  affect  it,  there  should  be  no  reason 
why  it  should  not  be  accepted.  What 
damage  is  there  in  the  amendment  of 
the  junior  Senator  from  New  York,  inso¬ 
far  as  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  is  concerned,  if  it  is  not 
going  to  do  any  more  than  what  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan  says  it  would  do? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  This  is  what  it 
would  do.  It  would  eliminate  the  addi¬ 
tional  5-percent  cut  in  the  appropriation 
of  $1,463,333  for  personal  services  in  the 
National  Heart  Institute.  In  the  case 
of  the  item  for  personal  services  in  the 
National  Cancer  Institute  it  would  elim¬ 
inate  the  5-percent  cut  on  $2,694,760, 
but  it  would  not  touch  grants,  subsidies, 
and  contributions  of  $11,115,000. 

Mr.  IVES.  Then  it  would  in  effect 
curtail  the  public  health  services,  would 
it  not? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  It  would  affect  only 
the  personal  services  of  the  overseeing 
agency  here  in  Washington;  and  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  feels  that  that 
particular  agency  can  stand  a  10-percent 
cut  along  with  ^1  others.  The  commit¬ 
tee  felt  that  it^pp^ld  stand  a  5-percent 
cut,  and  did  make  a  5-percent  cut  for 
personal  services  in  that  particular  item. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Along  the  lines  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  senior  Senator  from  New 
York,  if  he  will  follow  the  amendment 
proposed  by  the  Senator  from  Michigan, 
he  will  observe  that  there  are  no  exemp¬ 
tions  whatever,  on  whatever  personnel 
may  be  necessary.  Grants  to  the  State 
of  New  York  for  the  particular  functions 
of  cancer  research,  heart  research,  and 
mental-health  research,  would  in  no  way 
be  exempt  under  the  amendment  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senator  from  Michigan; 
and,  even  if  the  amendment  were  to  be 
accepted,  I  am  unable  to  see  how  it  would 
do  any  harm  to  have  the  exemptions 
suggested  by  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Lehman!.  I  cannot  at  all  see  it. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  It  is  but  5  percent, 
as  the  Senator  from  Michigan  has  said, 
and  on  Federal  personal  services  alone, 
not  on  services  paid  for  out  of  the  grants. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  it  would  apply  to 
Washington  only,  yes;  but  if  certain  con¬ 
tributions  are  to  be  made  to  the  State 
of  New  York  for  those  particular  things. 
In  connection  with  the  Public  Health 
Service,  it  would  be  necessary  to  have 
Federal  personnel  in  order  to  adminis¬ 
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ter  the  particular  contribution  to  the 
State  of  New  York  or  to  any  other  State. 
But  the  amendment  does  not  exempt  any 
of  those  at  all.  If  it  were  confined  merely 
to  employees  within  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia,  it  might  possibly  be  acceptable. 
That  is  the  way  I  understand  it. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Contributions  are 
not  affected.  An  examination  of  page 
25,  line  20,  under  the  National  Cancer 
Institute,  shows  that  the  total  appropria¬ 
tion  is  $19,805,171,  “of  which  not  more 
than  $2,694,760  shall  be  available  for  per¬ 
sonal  services.”  It  is  only  this  latter 
amount  which  is  affected.  The  item  of 
$2,694,760  is  now  95  percent  of  the  budget 
estimate.  The  figure  which  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  desires  to  insert  repre¬ 
sents  another  cut  of  5  percent,  making 
that  an  item  of  80  percent  of  the  budget. 
In  other  words,  that  figure  would  become 
$2,552,931. 

At  this  time  I  should  like  to  make  as 
part  of  my  remarks  a  report  showing 
each  one  of  the  items  which  my  amend¬ 
ment  would  affect  and  how  it  would  af¬ 
fect  it.  I  ask  that  the  table  be  kept  on 
the  desk  so  that  any  Senator  who  desires 
to  do  so  may  refer  to  it,  to  ascertain  what 
particular  item  v/ould  be  cut.  I  should 
note  that  it  was  prepared  prior  to  today’s 
session  and  therefore  does  not  take  into 
consideration  floor  action  taken  today. 
As  an  example,  my  amendment  no  longer 
applies  on  the  first  item  listed,  since  the 
Senate  has  acted  to  reduce  the  appro¬ 
priation  below  the  limitation  on  personal 
services  of  $1,184,339,  which  my  amend¬ 
ment  would  have  accomplished. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  report 
was  ordered  to  lie  on  the  desk  and  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point,  as 
follows : 

Notes  in  Re  Attached  Table  on  Effect  of 
Ferguson  Amendment 

In  general :  As  a  substitute  for  the  Jensen 
amendment  the  committee  reduced  all  Items 
in  the  bill  containing  money  for  personal 
service. 

To  arrive  at  the  amount  of  reduction  the 
committee  allowed  95  percent  of  the  funds 
requested  in  the  President’s  budget  for  per¬ 
sonal  service;  wrote  a  restriction  to  this  ef¬ 
fect  against  each  item  involved;  and  re¬ 
duced  the  over-all  appropriation  figure  ac¬ 
cordingly. 

In  a  few  instances  prior  reductions  by  the 
committee  resulted  in  funds  available  for 
personal  service  of  less  than  95  percent  of 
the  President’s  request;  in  these  cases  the 
additional  5-percent  cut  was  not  imposed  and 
the  restriction  on  funds  available  for  per¬ 
sonal  service  was  not  added. 

The  effect  of  the  Ferguson  amendment 
would  be: 

To  limit  funds  for  personal  service  to  90 
percent  of  the  President’s  budget  requests. 

To  arrive  at  this  result  the  amendment 
applies  a  further  reduction  of  5  percent  on 
personal  services  to  each  appropriation  item 
in  the  bill  which  includes  funds  for  personal 
services  to  which  the  committee’s  restrict¬ 
ing  amendments  have  been  applied. 

It  does  not  apply  to  any  item  which  has  not 
been  reduced  specifically  in  funds  for  per¬ 
sonal  service  by  the  committee. 

The  attached  table  shows  by  item  the  ef¬ 
fect  of  the  Ferguson  amendment  as  if  each 
of  the  items  in  the  bill  containing  personal 
service  funds  were  amended  separately. 
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the  Fereuson  amendment  specifically  would  amend  H.  R.  3709  as  follows  (with  adjustments  for  supplemental  submitted  after 
[If  aaopieu  &  the  budget  document  was  received)  1 


Amend¬ 

ment 

No. 

Title 

Appropriation 

Page 

Line 

Strike  out 

• 

Substitute 

And  strike  out 

Substitute 

• - 

DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

1 

I . 

T  _ 

Office  of  the  Secretary,  salaries  and  expenses . 

Office  of  Solicitor,  salaries  and  expenses . — 

2.'.'.'.'.''/....- 

13 . 

17 . . 

$1, 400, 000 

1, 669, 445 
688,  000 
265,  758 

2,  578,  682 

$1,  334,  203 

1,  588, 895 
656, 165 
254,  516 

2,  465,  364 

$1,  250, 000 

1, 530,  546 
604,  870 
213,  603 

$1, 184,  339 

1, 449, 996 
573,  035 
202,  361 
2, 039,  731 
4, 122,  733 
612,  982 

3 

i . — 

I  . . 

Bureau  of  Labor  Standards - 

Bureau  of  Veterans’  Reemployment  Rights... 

3 . . . 

3. . . 

10  and  11 . 

23  and  24 . 

5  and  0-. _ 

4 _ 

4, 351,  773 

5 

I . . . 

4 _ 

20  and  23 - 

5,  245,  959 

5,  016,  919 

.  6 

I . 

I  . 

Grants  to  States,  unemployment  compensation. .. 

5 . . 

12 _ 

164,  560,  000 
1,887,816 

164,  525,  945 

1,  802,  632 

647,  037 

7 

19  and  20 . 

1,  618,  499 

1,  533, 315 
4,  292,  294 
939, 148 
300,  866 
6, 749, 431 

8 

9 

10 

It 

12 

7 _ 

9 _ _ 

7  and  8 _ 

5,  371, 352 

5, 132,  891 

4,  530,  755 

9... . . 

16 _ 

1, 125,000 

1,  072,  825 

991,323 

9. . 

23 . 

379,  285 

362,  570 

317,  581 

10 . 

11  and  12 . 

8,  365,  304 

7, 995,  508 

7, 119,  227 

FEDERAL  SECURITY  AGENCY 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

11 _ 

13 . 

374,  537 

359,  074 

293, 805 

278, 342 

12 . . 

7  and  8  . 

5. 172,  975 

4,  950,  950 

4,  218,  475 

3,  996,  450 
1,945,  692 

13. . . 

8 _ 

2,631.  500 

2,  523,  406 

2,  053,  786 

15 . . 

20  and  21 _ 

3,  397,  706 

3,  245,  413 

2,  893,  577 

2,  741,  284 

17— IS. . . 

24  and  1 . 

21,  500,  000 
675,  620 

21,495,  403 

87, 346 

82,  749 
528,  840 

19 . . 

2 . 

646,  240 

558,  220 

Public  Health  Service: 

20 . . 

13  and  14 . 

11,653,  360 

11,506,  725 

2,  786, 157 

2,  639,  522 
2, 027,  075 
1, 800,  895 
4,221,170 
2,  733, 162 

20 _ _ 

17  and  18 _ 

8,  887, 351 

7,  774,  703 

2, 140, 323 

21.. . 

2  and  3 _ 

15,  960,  000 

15,  859,  951 

1,  900,  944 

21.. . . 

13  and  14 _ 

5, 915,  747 

5,  686, 101 

4,  450,  816 

22 . . . 

1  and  2 . 

3,  648, 158 

3, 496,  316 

2,  885,  004 

22. . . 

19 . 

1,  211, 129 

1, 188,  258 

434,  547 

411,  676 

Hospital  construction,  salaries  and  expenses... 

23. . . 

19 _ _ 

1,166,465 

1,112,930 

1,  017, 165 

963,  630 

24... . . 

20  and  21 . 

2,  868, 029 

2,  736, 058 

2,  507, 458 

2, 375, 487 
4,320,478 

25 . . 

8  and  9.. . 

15,  559,  973 

15, 319,  946 

4,  560,  505 

25 . 

20  and  21 . 

19,  805, 171 

19,  663, 342 

2, 694, 760 

2,  552, 931 

26. . . 

3  and  4... . 

10, 737,  974 

10,  675,  948 

1, 178, 489 
1,  463, 333 

1, 116,  463 

26 _ _ 

11  and  12 . 

10,  072,  982 

9,  995,  964 

1, 38b,  315 

26 _ 

17  and  18 . 

1,  697,  308 

1,644,616 

1,  001, 156 

948,  464 

27 . . 

22  and  23 . 

6,  635,  540 

6,  631,  080 

84,  740 

80,  280 

28 . 

9  and  10 . 

1,  861,  500 

1, 823,  000 

731,500 

693,  000 

29 . - _ 

'2  and  3.  . . 

2,  745, 868 

167,  650 

2,  623,  736 

160,  300 

2,  320,  514 

2, 198,  382 

II . . 

Social  Security  Administration: 

29  and  30. : _ 

23  and  1 . 

614,  650 

582,  300 

36 

37 

38 

Bureau  of  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance.. 

30 . 

7  to  10.. . 

57,  437, 980 

54,  874,  960 

48,  697,  378 

46, 134,  358 

31 _ _ 

5 _ _ 

1,  GOO,  000 

1,  523, 400 

1,  455,  400 

1, 378,  800 

31 . 

13 . . . 

1,  500,  000 

1,  434,  795 

1,  238,  900 

1, 173,  695 

II  . 

Office  of  the  Administrator: 

34 . 

2  and  4 _ 

711,  500 
369,  478 

690,  340 
326,  956 

*402,  045 

380, 885 

39 

it _ 

Division  of  Service  Operations... . 

40 

ii . 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel . 

NATIONAL  LABOR  RELATIONS  BOARD 

34 . 

) 

41 

36 . 

15 . 

8,  233,  959 

7, 885,  418 

6,  622,  284 

6, 273, 743 

NATIONAL  MEDIATION  BOARD 

42 

43 

44 

37 . 

7  and  8 - 

394, 247 

378, 494 

299, 307 

283,  554 

37 . . . 

16 _ _ _ 

144, 000 

138, 000 

114, 000 

108. 000 

37 . 

22  and  23 . 

600, 000 

575,  749 

460,  774 

436,  523 

RAILROAD  RETIREMENT  BOARD 

45 

39 . 

10  to  12 . 

5,056,  904 

4, 845,  808 

4, 010,  820 

3, 799,  724 

FEDERAL  MEDIATION  AND  CONCILIATION  SERVICE 

46 

47 

40 . . . 

3 . 

3, 047, 000 

2, 911, 913 

2, 566, 653 

2, 431, 566 

40 . . 

11 . . 

48,  750 

47,  500 

23,750 

22,  500 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  take  pleasure  in 
yielding  to  the  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  for  a  question. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Senator,  I  think, 
was  referring  to  the  figures  on  page  25, 
in  line  21;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  $2,694,760  is  the 
figure  which  would  prevail  if  we  were 
to  make  the  5-percent  cut  under  the  so- 
called  Cordon  amendment.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  As  I  understand  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan,  it  would  take  5  percent  more  from 
these  figures. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  correct.  It 
would  take  5  percent  more  by  making  it 
a  10-percent  cut  from  the  budget  esti¬ 
mate  instead  of  a  5-percent  cut,  and  the 


limitation  on  personal  services  would 
become  $2,552,931. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Of  which  not  more 
than  a  certain  amount  shall  be  available 
for  personal  services.  The  Senator  from 
Michigan  would  not  exempt  personal 
services  that  would  be  helpful  to  the 
States,  would  be? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  No.  My  amend¬ 
ment  does  not  touch  those  in  the  States, 
because  they  are  under  a  grant  which 
the  State  or  the  private  institution  actu¬ 
ally  spends,  and  it  is  not  limited  in  this 
bill. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Nevertheless,  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Health  Service  has  to  have  super¬ 
visory  personnel  in  order  properly  to  ad¬ 
minister  the  contribution  for  aid  to  the 
States. 

Mr.  FERGUSON,  There  would  be 
more  than  600  positions  for  that  purpose. 
For  just  the  supervisory  part  of  the  work 
with  reference  to  the  grants,  according 


to  the  House  figures,  there  were  678  per¬ 
manent  positions.  The  average  employ¬ 
ment  is  663.  Those  are  only  Federal 
positions,  covered  by  the  limitation  of 
$2,000,000  plus.  The  $19,000,000,  less  the 
$2,000,000,  would  not  be  touched  at  all. 
We  are  touching  only  the  supervisory 
employees. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
— Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  May  I  ask  the  Senator 
whether  he  does  not  think  his  position 
is  inconsistent?  He  says  he  is  willing 
to  make  grants  in  full,  and  without  de¬ 
duction,  to  the  States,  some  of  which 
have  fine  public-health  services,  some 
of  which  are  mediocre,  and  some  of 
which  are  downright  poor,  when  he  seeks 
to  cut  from  the  Federal  grant  money  for 
services  which  are  performed  in  direct¬ 
ing  the  State  services,  without  which  the 
States  would  have  great  difficulties, 


1951  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE  6451 


services  which  provide  research  work 
which  none  of  the  States  can  carry  on, 
and  on  which  the  progress  of  research 
throughout  the  country  is  largely  based. 
That  would  seem  to  me  to  be  a  com¬ 
pletely  and  thoroughly  inconsistent 
position. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  Senator  from 
Michigan  does  not  feel  that  he  is  incon¬ 
sistent  at  all.  I  hope  the  time  has  not 
come  when  the  Congress  feels  that  when 
the  United  States  Government  makes  a 
grant  to  a  university,  a  hospital,  a  clinic, 
or  a  private  institution  for  research,  we 
are  going  to  determine  every  move  that 
particular  institution  shall  make  in  the 
spending  of  the  money.  If  we  do  that, 
we  shall  have  absolute  Federal  control, 
and  the  Senator  from  Michigan  is  not 
in  favor  of  that.  I  believe  that  if  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  is 
going  to  conduct  research,  the  research 
will  not  come  out  of  marble  halls  built 
by  the  Federal  Government.  If  research 
work  is  to  be  carried  on,  it  will  be  con¬ 
ducted  by  the  great  host  of  fine  research 
men  all  over  the  Nation  who  are  doing 
such  work  not  only  in  lofts,  barns,  small 
college  buildings,  and  other  buildings, 
but  who  are  working  on  their  own.  It 
is  for  that  reason  that  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  felt  he  was  not  affecting  any¬ 
thing  except  the  supervisory  power  in 
Washington.  I  take  it  for  granted  that 
there  is  no  appropriation  for  personnel 
involving  600  or  700  persons  that  cannot 
be  cut  by  10  percent  without  doing  good 
rather  than  harm. 

Mr.  HUNT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  shall  yield  in  a 
moment. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Those  are  noble  words 
uttered  by  the  Senator  from  Michigan. 
I  do  not  want  any  Federal  agency  or 
the  representatives  of  any  Federal 
agency  interfering  with  State  work. 
But  when  we  appropriate  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars  I  do  want  to  have  someone  in  the 
individual  States  to  see  that  those  mil¬ 
lions  are  spent  for  the  purpose  for  which 
they  were  appropriated.  When  we  make 
grants  of  money  available  to  the  State 
of  Michigan  or  to  the  State  of  New  Mex¬ 
ico,  for  instance,  there  should  be  some 
agency  of  the  Federal  Government  to 
see  that  the  money  is  being  properly 
expended.  I  do  not  want  the  Federal 
Government  to  interfere  with  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  Michigan,  New  Mexico,  Delaware, 
or  any  other  States  as  to  how  roads 
should  be  built,  but  I  do  want  some 
agency  of  the  Federal  Government  to 
watch  the  appropriation  of  $500,000,000 
a  year  and  see  that  it  is  spent  for  roads. 
In  this  instance  all  I  would  want  per¬ 
sonnel  to  do  would  be  to  see  that  the 
money  which  is  contributed  to  the  State 
of  New  Mexico  or  to  the  State  of  Mich¬ 
igan  for  mental  research,  cancer  re¬ 
search,  or  heart  research,  is  spent  for 
that  purpose  and  nothing  else. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  Senator  from 
Michigan  will  reply  to  that  by  saying 
that  there  is  a  congressional  agency, 
the  General  Accounting  Office,  whose 


duty  it  is  to  see  that  money  appropri¬ 
ated  is  spent  according  to  law.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan  feels  as  does  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico,  except  that 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  thinks  the 
cut  should  be  10  percent  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  feels  that  it  should 
be  5  percent  in  personal  services  of  Fed¬ 
eral  employees  covered  by  these  appro¬ 
priations. 

Mr.  MOODY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield  to  my  col¬ 
league  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  MOODY.  Is  it  the  Senator’s  con¬ 
tention  that  there  are  too  many  em¬ 
ployees  provided  for  the  supervisory 
work? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Yes;  it  is  my  con¬ 
tention  that  the  budget  calls  for  10  per¬ 
cent  too  many,  that  we  can  get  along 
with  90  percent  of  the  budget  figure. 

Mr.  MOODY.  Then  why  not  reduce 
the  number  of  personnel  by  10  percent? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  what  we 
are  trying  to  do. 

Mr.  MOODY.  The  Senator  is  trying 
to  reduce  the  amount  of  the  appropria¬ 
tion  by  10  percent. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  MOODY.  Why  not  cut  down  the 
number  of  employees? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Because  it  has  been 
indicated  that  we  cannot  cut  the  number 
of  employees  in  just  that  way.  We  tried 
to  do  just  that  through  the  Jensen 
amendment,  and  I  supported  that  pro¬ 
posal,  but  the. committee  would  not  have 
any  part  of  that. 

Mr.  MOODY.  .The  committee  is  prob¬ 
ably  well  advised  in  that  stand,  but  I 
believe  what  is  proposed  by  the  Senator 
is  the  wrong  approach. 

Mr.  HUNT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUNT.  I  wonder  if  the  Senator  is 
aware  of  the  fact  that  of  the  653  super¬ 
visory  employees  of  whom  he  spoke,  only 
15  percent  are  really  engaged  in  super¬ 
visory  work,  and  that  the  others  are  en¬ 
gaged  in  research  work.  I  want  to  say 
to  the  Senator  from  Michigan  that  by 
reducing,  as  he  purports  to  do,  the  small 
supervisory  personnel,  he  is  directly  or 
indirectly,  and  without  a  question  of  a 
doubt,  affecting  the  health  service  of 
every  State  in  the  Union.  There  is  one 
particular  item  about  which  I  do  know. 
The  people  of  this  country  every  year 
expend  $2,000,000,000  for  dental  services* 
I  say  to  the  Senator  that  only  one -tenth 
of  1  percent  of  $2,000,000,00  is  spent  in 
dental  research.  The  Senator  wants  to 
reduce  that  amount,  and  that  is  not  good 
procedure  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
health  of  the  Nation.  I  should  like  very 
much  to  see  the  Senate  accept  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
New  York  or  an  amendment  which  would 
entirely  except  all  health  services. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  will  yield  in  a  mo¬ 
ment. 

I  desire  to  reply  to  the  statement  just 
made  by  saying  that  I  realize  what  ai 
great  appeal  is  presented  by  a  health 
program.  Every  one  of  the  health  pro¬ 
grams  appeals  to  the  Senator  from  Mich¬ 


igan.  After  all,  no  substitute  can  be 
found  by  way  of  dollars  or  anything  else 
for  the  health  of  the  people.  But  the 
question  is,  Can  we  not  have  efficient 
programs  of  this  character  and  at  the 
same  time  make  cuts  in  some  of  the  pay¬ 
rolls  of  the  United  States  Government? 

Mr.  President,  the  latest  figure  with 
respect  to  civilian  employees  on  the  pay¬ 
roll  of  the  United  States  Government  is 
for  April  30,  1951.  The  number  is  2,409,- 
121.  That  is  an  increase  of  440,721  from 
the  July  1,  1950,  figure.  In  other  words, 
Government  employment  has  risen  at  an 
average  rate  of  44,000  persons  a  month 
in  this  fiscal  year.  That  is  not  the  end 
by  any  means.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
estimates  that  an  additional  400,000  will 
be  added  in  the  next  fiscal  year. 

Mr.  President,  the  committee  recog¬ 
nized  that  there  should  be  a  cut  in  this 
item,  and  they  cut  it  5  percent.  The 
Senator  from  Michigan  and  those  who 
have  joined  him  in  sponsoring  the 
amendment,  as  well  as  other  Senators 
on  the  floor,  think  it  can  be  cut  10  per¬ 
cent  without  doing  any  harm  to  the 
service,  but,  to  the  contrary,  in  many 
cases  improving  the  service. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  will  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  New  York  in  a  moment.  I 
yield  first  to  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  It  was  pointed  out 
to  the  Senator  from  Michigan  that  care 
should  be  taken  not  to  injure  any  of  the 
health  programs.  I  wonder  if  it  is  not 
about  time  the  Congress  should  think 
about  the  health  of  the  American  tax¬ 
payers. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  Senator  has 
made  a  very  good  point.  I  believe  a  great 
many  individuals  can  be  relieved  of  heart 
trouble  by  cutting  down  on  their  tax 
bills.  Let  us  start  here  in  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States  a  research  bureau  on 
that  subject.  I  believe  we  could  afford 
relief  to  many  suffering  from  bad  hearts. 
I  know  that  any  person  who  must  pay 
the  amount  of  tax  he  now  is  obliged  to 
pay  worries  about  it.  We  can  eliminate 
many  cases  of  ulcers  and  heart  trouble 
by  cutting  the  budget  and  thereby  cut¬ 
ting  the  size  of  the  tax  bill. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  The  Senator  from 
Michigan  stated  that  there  were  in  the 
employ  of  the  Federal  Government 
somewhat  more  than  2,400,000  persons. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  was  wondering 
whether  the  Senator  had  a  breakdown 
of  the  figures,  and  could  tell  me  how 
many  of  those  were  employed  directly  in 
the  health  activities  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  will  yield,  I  thirds 
I  can  give  the  Senator  from  New  York 
the  figures. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  can  give  the  fig¬ 
ures  for  the  Federal  Security  Agency. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  No;  I  am  talking 
about  the  health  activities  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  do  not  have  a  fur¬ 
ther  breakdown  available  before  me. 
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Ml-  LEHMAN.  My  amendment  does 
not  cover  the  Federal  Security  Agency. 

It  covers  purely  health  activities,  and 
the  number  engaged  is  a  relatively  small 

11UMr  eFERGUSON.  Compared  to  the 
whole  number  in  the  Federal  Secunty 

ASlnow  yieid  to  the  Senator  from  Dela- 

VVMr.  WILLIAMS.  With  reference  to 
the  point  raised  by  the  Senator  from 
New  York,  I  have  the  figures  as  to  the 
employees  in  the  Department  of  Labor. 
In  March  1949  the  number  was  3,537. 
Durin°'  1949  the  number  was  increased 
about  50  percent.  In  1950  the  increase 
was  16  percent.  There  has  been  a  giad- 
uated  increase  in  1951,  all  the  way 
through  The  increase  cannot  be  laid 
to  the  war.  The  largest  increase  was  be¬ 
fore  the  war. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  want  to  illustrate 
the  sort  of  thing  we  are  striking  at. 
The  Federal  Security  Agency  has  in 
Washington  37  full-time  chauffeurs.  It 
has  more  full-time  chauffeurs  than  any 
other  agency  in  the  District  of  Colum- 
cia.  In  the  field  it  has  7  full-time 
chauffeurs.  That  makes  a  total  of  44. 

Then  it  has  a  number  of  part-time 
chauffeurs,  and  other  employees  who 
serve  as  part-time  drivers.  It  has  13  in 
the  District  area.  In  the  field  it  has  87. 
That  makes  a  total  of  100. 

The  Senator  from  Michigan,  on  behalf 
of  himself  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Bridges],  will  send  to 
the  desk  later  an  amendment  to  elimi¬ 
nate  all  such  employees.  It  provides 
that — 

No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained 
in  this  act  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  com¬ 
pensation  of  any  civilian  employee  of  the 
Government,  whose  duties  consist  of  act¬ 
ing  as  chauffeur  or  driver  of  any  Govern¬ 
ment-owned  passenger  motor  vehicle  (other 
than  a  bus),  and  any  funds  appropriated  in 
this  act  for  any  such  purpose  shall  be  cov¬ 
ered  into  the  Treasury  as  miscellaneous 
receipts. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  We  have  here  a  bill 
appropriating  more  than  $2,000,000,000. 
The  committee  has  made  certain  cuts. 
Some  Senators  are  talking  about  the 
danger  of  sabotaging  various  depart¬ 
ments.  I  wish  to  ask  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  a  question.  How  much  money 
will  be  saved  by  the  Cordon  amendment 
and  the  amendment  which  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  has  offered  on  behalf  of 
himself  and  other  Senators,  if  those 
amendments  are  adopted? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
amount  that  will  be  saved  will  be  $11,- 
731,339  out  of  $117,313,484.  In  other 
Words,  we  were  asked  to  appropriate 
$117,313,484  for  personal  services  and 
we  would  cut  that  amount  by  $11,731,339. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  the  total  cut? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Yes;  that  is  the 
total  cut,  $11, 000, 000-plus. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  that  not  include 
also  the  cut  made  by  the  committee? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Yes.  The  commit¬ 
tee  has  cut  just  half  that  amount,  in¬ 
cluding  its  independent  cuts  plus  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  5-percent  formula. 
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Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No;  the  committee  cut 
represents  less  than  half — 5  percent. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Five  percent  is  half 
of  10  percent. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  But  we  did  not  go  as 
far  as  the  Senator  from  Michigan  pro¬ 
poses  to  go. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  the 
point  I  want  to  make  is  that  the  figure 
stated  includes  the  committee  cut.  I  am 
a  member  of  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations.  I  went  along  with  the  cuts 
proposed  by  the  committee.  I  am  glad 
to  see  Senators  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle,  including  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  join 
with  those  of  us  who  have  been  fighting 
for  8  or  9  years  to  make  cuts  in  appro¬ 
priations.  When  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  we  are  endeavoring  to  make  a  10- 
percent  cut,  which  is  a  cut  of  5  percent 
in  addition  to  the  cut  made  by  the  com¬ 
mittee,  the  argument  is  made  that  it  will 
result  in  sabotaging  certain  functions.  I 
point  out  to  the  Members  of  the  Senate 
that  out  of  an  appropriation  bill  of  more 
than  $2,000,000,000  the  Cordon  amend¬ 
ment  would  make  a  cut  of  about  $1,700,- 
000,  and  with  the  additional  cut - 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No,  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
the  floor.  Permit  me  to  finish. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  know  the  Senator 
wants  to  be  fair  about  this  matter  and 
would  be  glad  to  have  factual  informa¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  asked  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Michigan  for 
factual  information. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  And  I  have  yielded 
to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Certainly  the  Senator 
yielded  to  me.  I  am  asking  for  factual 
information.  The  argument  is  being 
made  that  what  we  propose  to  do  will  re¬ 
sult  in  sabotaging  various  functions.  If 
I  have  the  figures  correctly,  the  proposed 
10-percent  cut  would  represent  about  a 
$11,700,000  cut  below  budget  estimates. 
I  may  be  wrong,  and  if  so,  I  wish  some 
Senator  would  correct  me. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
say - 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  just  a 
moment  please.  I  still  have  the  floor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Oh,  yes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Out  of  over  $2,000,- 
000,000,  the  complete  over-all  cut,  in¬ 
cluding  the  committee’s  cut,  is  $11,- 
700,000. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Yes.  ‘ 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  not  correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Michigan  has  the  floor  and 
has  yielded  to  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Yes,  I  yielded  to  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  It  is  very  well  for  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  to  say  that 
something  is  not  correct,  but  he  can  do 
so  in  his  own  time  and  not  in  mine. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  not  posing  as  an 
authority.  Many  misstatements  have 
been  made  this  afternoon,  and  I  am 
trying  to  obtain  the  facts.  I  am  asking 
a  very  simple  question.  We  are  -told 
that  if  we  cut  these  appropriations  we 


shall  be  sabotaging  all  these  activities. 
My  point  is  that  the  total  cuts  proposed 
by  the  committee  in  the  Cordon  amend¬ 
ment,  and  the  cut  proposed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan,  would  not  amount 
to  a  great  deal  out  of  a  total  appropri¬ 
ation  of  over  $2,000,000,000.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  know  how  much 
the  total  cut  would  be? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Eleven  million 
seven  hundred  thousand  dollars,  for  per¬ 
sonal  services. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  the  cut  which 
would  be  made  by  the  committee  by  the 
Cordon  amendment,  plus  what  is 
sought  by  the  pending  amendment.  If 
that  is  the  figure — and  I  shall  be  glad 
to  have  any  correction  made - 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  the  figure. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  say  that  it  is  a  very 
small  cut  from  a  $2,000,000,000  appro¬ 
priation. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  difficulty  is  that 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  is  using  the 
total  appropriation  figure  of  $2,528,338,- 
381.  That  is  the  total  appropriation. 
More  than  $2,000,000,000  of  that  amount 
does  not  come  out  of  the  general  treas¬ 
ury.  It  comes  from  the  employers  and 
the  employees.  What  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  has  in  mijid  in  connection 
with  the  $11,000,000  reduction  is 
personal  services.  Personal  services 
amount  to  only  $117,000,000.  It  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  save  $11,000,000,  not  out  of 
two-billion-odd  dollars,  but  out  of  $117,- 
000,000.  That  is  why  I  stated  to  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  that  he  was  in¬ 
correct  when  he  stated  that  the  saving 
was  $11,000,000  out  of  $2,528,338,381. 
The  saving  comes  out  of  $117,000,000. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Of  course,  I  am  talk¬ 
ing  about  personal  services,  and  admin¬ 
istrative  costs  in  connection  with  a 
$2,000,000,000  appropriation  bill.  That 
is  exactly  correct.  I  agree  completely 
with  the  figures  which  have  been  cited. 
That  is  exactly  what  I  said.  The  item 
for  personal  services  amounts  to  $117,- 
000,000.  That  amount  of  personal  serv¬ 
ices  is  required  to  administer  the  author¬ 
izations  which  have  been  made.  In 
connection  with  the  $2,000,000,000  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  there  is  an  administra¬ 
tive  cost  of  $117,000,000.  Considering 
the  amount  which  the  committee  has 
already  cut,  and  what  the  Cordon 
amendment  would  cut  from  the  bill,  if 
those  cuts  are  adopted— and  they  have 
been,  unless  they  are  amended  in  some 
respect — by  the  addition  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Michigan, 
there  would  be  a  saving  of  $11,700,000. 
I  say  that  that  is  a  very  small  amount 
to  be  arguing  about  when  we  are  trying 
to  make  a  saving  in  the  Federal  budget. 
We  are  not  going  to  sabotage  all  the 
various  offices  which  are  being  discussed. 

The  other  day  I  was  at  the  Pentagon 
Building.  It  is  too  bad  that  we  cannot 
reach  into  the  military  appropriations  to 
effect  savings.  Think  of  the  depart¬ 
ments  which  are  not  even  touched  by 
these  bills.  For  8  or  9  years  I  have 
passed  the  Pentagon  Building  morning 
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and  evening.  Every  available  parking 
space  has  an  automobile  in  it.  Last  year 
we  made  an  appropriation  for  another 
huge  parking  lot,  which  has  just  been 
completed.  There  are  automobiles 
parked  from  the  little  tea  house  to 
Highway  No.  1,  on  both  sides  of  the  road. 
One  can  hardly  get  through  the  parked 
automobiles.  There  are  more  automo¬ 
biles  there  than  were  ever  parked  there 
at  the  peak  of  World  War  II.  Yet  every 
time  a  cut  is  suggested,  it  is  said  that 
not  one  person  in  the  whole  Government 
can  be  sacrificed.  It  is  said  that  we  are 
sabotaging  this  or  that  activity. 

I  was  in  another  agency  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  yesterday  trying  to  have  an 
order  clarified.  Lawyers  are  walking  all 
over  each  other,  interpreting  laws  which 
Congress  has  enacted,  and  with  respect 
to  which  their  interpretations  are  in  di¬ 
rect  contradiction  of  the  intent  of  Con¬ 
gress.  That  accounts  for  about  nine- 
tenths  of  our  troubles.  If  some  of  the 
men  in  the  departments  would  accept 
the  interpretation  of  Congress,  we  would 
not  have  lawyers  three  deep  interpreting 
the  laws  in  direct  contradiction  of  the 
intent  of  Congress.  I  could  name  more 
than  one  agency  which  is  doing  that.  I 
could  name  agencies  which  have  their 
men  here  lobbying  even  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate,  for  the  repeal  or  change  of 
legislation  which  Congress  has  enacted. 
What  the  law  reads  is  one  thing;  what 
the  bureaus  want  is  another. 

The  argument  that  we  cannot  elimi¬ 
nate  some  otthose  men  from  the  payroll 
is  a  worn-out  argument.  The  same  argu¬ 
ment  was  made  before  the  committee. 
It  is  now  being  made  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate.  It  is  said  that  if  one  person  is 
cut  off,  efficiency  in  the  Government  is 
sacrificed.  I  could  not  operate  my  busi¬ 
ness  the  way  some  of  the  departments 
in  Washington  are  conducted.  It  would 
bankrupt  me.  If  we  want  efficiency  in 
government,  let  us  eliminate  some  un¬ 
necessary  expenditures.  Instead  of  add¬ 
ing  every  year,  let  us  begin  to  subtract, 
and  see  where  we  come  out.  Let  us  see 
what  departments  cannot  operate  as  ef¬ 
ficiently  with  smaller  appropriations. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield?  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  a  question. 

-Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  allowing  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  to  answer  the  question. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Did  the  Senator  from 
Nebaska  vote  for  the  appropriation  to 
increase  the  parking  space  at  the  Pent¬ 
agon? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  have  voted  for  every 
defense  bill  which  has  come  before  the 
Senate.  I  have  tried  to  make  some  cuts. 
I  should  not  be  a  bit  surprised  if  I  voted 
for  the  particular  measure  to  which  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  refers.  The  first 
thing  we  hear,  if  we  try  to  eliminate  a 
defense  item  is,  “You  cannot  do  that. 
That  would  affect  the  war  effort.”  I  am 
just  as  much  interested  as  anyone  else  in 
national  defense.  However,  we  could  do 
some  pruning  of  defense  items  and  still 
have  a  better  Defense  Department  than 
we  now  have.  I  am  not  sure  whether  I 
voted  for  the  particular  appropriation  to 
which  the  Senator  refers.  I  suppose  I 


did.  I  have  gone  right  along  supporting 
the  defense  agencies  because  we  want  to 
protect  the  national  security  and  our 
boys  in  uniform.  However,  we  could  do 
a  job  of  pruning  on  defense  items  if  we 
only  dared  to  do  it. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  yield  to  me  in 
order  that  I  may  reply  to  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  not  asking  for 
any  Senator  to  reply  to  me. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  May  I  ask  a  question? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  shall  be  glad  to  listen 
to  the  Senator. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield  for  a 
question. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  The  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  seems  to  be  under  the  impression 
that  I  am  advocating  a*  change  in  con¬ 
nection  with  all  the  expenditures  in  the 
budget.  He  talks  about  $2,000,000,000. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  all  I  am  talking  about 
is  the  cut  in  the  services  which  affect  the 
public  health.  I  believe  that  the  aggre¬ 
gate  amount  for  personal  services  in  this 
connection  is  $117,000,000.  The  cut  ap¬ 
plies  only  to  personal  services.  It  does 
not  apply  to  any  administrative  ex¬ 
penses  or  anything  of  that  sort. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  one  further 
question - 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  yield  to  me  in 
order  that  I  may  respond  to  the  Senator 
from  New  York? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield  provided  I 
do  not  lose  the  floor.' 

Mr.  WHERRY.  r2  appreciate  what  the 
Senator  from  New  -York  is  trying  to  do. 
No  Member  of  this  body  is  more  inter¬ 
ested  in  helping  cancer  and  heart  re¬ 
search  than  is  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska.  Long  before  the  Senator  from 
New  York  came  to  the  Senate  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Bridges] 
and  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  were 
fighting  for  these  particular  things.  I 
am  interested  in  public  health.  No 
one — not  even  the  Senator  from  New 
York — has  a  corner  on  promoting  public 
health  in  the  United  States  Senate.  We 
are  all  trying  to  do  the  best  we  can.  But 
we  must  try  to  see  where  we  can  help  to 
balance  the  budget.  We  cannot  say  that 
any  one  department  is  sacrosanct.  We 
must  do  the  best  we  can. 

Mr;  LEHMAN.  Even  where  life  is 
concerned? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Life  is  involved  in 
connection  with  defense,  too.  This  par¬ 
ticular  amendment  does  not  affect  the 
money  which  goes  to  the  States.  It  af¬ 
fects  only  personnel  in  Washington. 
The  idea  advanced  by  the  Senator  from 
New  York  is  that  if  we  do  not  have 
proper  supervision,  the  programs  in  the 
States  will  be  adversely  affected.  There 
may  be  some  truth  to  that  contention; 
I  do  not  know,  but  my  judgment  is  that 
we  now  have  all  the  supervision  we 
need.  We  have  too  much  of  it.  What 
we  should  do  is  to  let  some  of  the  local 
communities  do  something  once  in  a 
while.  They  will  probably  do  just  as 
well  as  the  bureaucrats  in  Washington. 


Mr.  FREAR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  FREAR.  I  am  very  much  inter¬ 
ested  in  what  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  has  to  say.  I  wish  to  compliment 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska,  because  I 
believe  he  is  big  enough  to  admit  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  that  he  voted  for 
certain  appropriations.  However,  to  get 
back  to  the  proposed  5 -percent  cut  in 
personnel  in  the  Washington  offices,  I 
am  amazed  that  we  are  stopping  at  5 
percent.  I  believe  that  if  we  made  a 
tabulation  of  personnel  in  this  city,  per¬ 
haps  we  could  eliminate  many  more  than 
5  percent.  I  think  it  would  be  found 
that  the  employees  belong  to  both  po¬ 
litical  parties.  Therefore,  I  do  not  know 
that  we  can  carry  on  the  discussion  on 
a  political  basis.  It  would  apply  to  both, 
sides,  perhaps  predominantly  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  side  of  the  aisle.  I  believe  we 
could  increase  efficiency  by  reducing  per¬ 
sonnel  10  percent.  I  am  not  condemning 
the  Senator.  I  merely  wished  to  give 
praise  where  I  thought  it  was  due. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  thank  the  Senator, 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
senior  Senator  from  Michigan  moved  in 
committee  to  make  the  reduction  10 
percent,  instead  of  5  percent,  and  had 
considerable  support,  but  the  5 -percent 
formula  prevailed.  Some  of  us  who 
think  that  5  percent  is  not  a  sufficient! 
cut-back  in  personal  services  have  pro¬ 
posed  the  pending  amendment.  It 
merely  repeats  the  committee  process,  to 
arrive  at  a  reduction  of  personal  services 
in  the  amount  of  10  percent,  but  it  does 
so  in  a  single  package,  rather  than  item 
by  item. 

Mr.  President,  by  looking  at  the 
budget,  it  may  be  possible  to  explain 
how  it  is  broken  down.  I  take,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  the  Federal  Security  Agency 
figures,  which  are  shown  at  page  213  of 
the  budget  document: 

Personal  services: 

Permanent  positions,  1952  estimate,  $1,- 
479,724. 

Part-time  and  temporary  positions,  $52,- 
605. 

Regular  pay.  in  excess  of  52-week  base, 
$5,572. 

Payment  above  basic  rates,  $4,850. 

Total  personal  services,  $1,543,051. 

Deduct  charges  for  quarters. 

Net  personal  services,  $1,540,351. 

Then  are  shown  items  for  travel, 
transportation  of  things,  communica¬ 
tion  services,  rents,  and  utility  services, 
printing  and  reproduction,  other  con¬ 
tractual  services,  supplies  and  materials, 
equipment,  and  so  forth.  The  total  of 
such  items  is  $10,150,000.  The  figure  of 
$10,150,000  would  not  be  touched  by  the 
pending  amendment. 

I  am  aware  that  there  are  those  who 
like  to  defend  against  any  appropriation 
cuts  by  contending  this  is  a  meat-axe 
approach.  It  is  not.  To  any  who  may 
want  to  make  such  a  contention  I  will 
say  that  I  could  offer  amendments  to  the 
same  effect  on  each  of  the  47  appropria¬ 
tion  items  in  this  bill  which  are  affected 
That  is  pin-pointing  the  cuts.  It  is  pre¬ 
cisely  what  the  committee  did  to  the 
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extent  of  5  percent.  But  it  will  accom¬ 
plish  nothing  more  than  this  single¬ 
package  reduction.  The  result  will  be 
the  same  but  I  and  the  Senate  will  be 
spared  the  labor  of  considering  47  sepa¬ 
rate  amendments.  Mindful  of  the  com¬ 
plaints  registered  on  the  floor  yesterday 
by  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  and 
others  about  consuming  the  Senate’s 
time,  I  feel  this  over-all  approach  should 
be  most  acceptable. 

Mr.  President,  if  one  bill  before  Con¬ 
gress  demands  the  time  and  attention  of 
committees  and  of  all  Senators  on  the 
floor,  it  is  an  appropriation  bill.  Ap¬ 
propriation  bills  are  no  more  and  no  less 
than  the  taking  of  taxpayers’  money,  de¬ 
positing  it  in  a  bank,  and  allowing  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government, 
the  legislative  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  the  judicial  branch  of  the 
Government,  to  draw  checks  against  it. 
That  is  all  it  amounts  to.  We  must  re¬ 
member  that  it  is  taxpayers’  money,  and 
why  should  we  not  take  considerable 
time  to  discuss  the  amount  we  will  de¬ 
posit  in  the  bank,  to  be  drawn  against 
by  Government  officials  to  pay  for  the 
operation  of  the  Government? 

For  the  benefit  of  those  who  wish  to 
see  how  this  amendment  will  affect  the 
individual  items  I  have  submitted  a  table 
in  the  Record,  which  is  a  composite  of 
the  various  individual  amendments 
which  could  be  made  to  give  the  same 
result  as  this  single  amendment.  This 
composite  shows  the  potential  amend¬ 


ment  number,  a  description  of  the  ap¬ 
propriation  item,  the  page  and  line  num¬ 
ber  of  the  items,  the  principal  appro¬ 
priation  item  to  be  stricken,  the  figure 
to  be  substituted,  the  personal  service 
limitation  to  be  stricken,  and  the  dollar 
figure  to  be  substituted. 

Why  is  it  that  we  are  so  insistent 
upon  a  10-percent  reduction  in  personal 
services  as  against  a  5-percent  reduction? 

Simply  because  every  person  here,  and 
throughout  the  country,  knows  that  there 
is  no  reason  whatsoever  in  the  swollen 
and  padded  Government  payrolls  which 
now  confront  us.  They  are  a  part  and 
parcel  of  a  really  terrifying  graph  which 
appeared  on  the  front  page  of  one  of  our 
papers  the  other  day,  showing  that  gov¬ 
ernmental  expenditures  are  actually  in¬ 
creasing  faster  than  the  national  income. 

Let  me  give  some  statistics  on  Govern¬ 
ment  employment.  The  latest  civilian 
employment  figure  is  for  April  30  and  is 
2,409,121.  That  is  an  increase  of  440,721 
from  the  July  1,  1950,  figure.  In  other 
words,  Government  employment  has 
been  rising  at  an  average  rate  of  44,000 
a  month.  And  that  is  not  the  end  by  any 
means.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  esti¬ 
mates  that  an  additional  400,000  will  be 
added  in  the  next  fiscal  year. 

Even  with  those  additions  we  will  not 
have  reached  the  peak  of  civilian  em¬ 
ployment  which  was  hit  during  the  war, 
in  July  of  1945.  But  here  is  a  figure  of 
tremendous  importance.  The  rate  of  an¬ 
nual  expenditures  for  personal  services 


right  now  is  in  excess  of  $8,300,000,000, 
and  $8,300,000,000  was  the  all-time  peak 
for  Government  salaries  reached  in  fis¬ 
cal  year  1945.  Just  project  that  payroll 
amount,  with  the  personnel  additions  and 
the  salary  increases  which  are  in  pros¬ 
pect,  and  it  is  clearly  evident  where  we 
are  heading.  It  is  likewise  clear  why  we 
must  act  now,  with  this  amendment,  to 
stop  this  trend. 

In  connection  with  these  employment 
statistics  there  is  available  for  the  Rec¬ 
ord  a  comparative  table  of  the  employ¬ 
ment  records  in  the  agencies  covered  by 
the  pending  bill.  Agency  by  agency  this 
table  includes  average  and  permanent 
employment  of  personnel  requested  by 
the  President  for  1952,  a  comparison  of 
the  number  of  persons  on  the  rolls  in 
April  1950  and  April  1951,  and  their  sal¬ 
ary  expense,  together  with  a  month-by¬ 
month  record  of  employment  and  pay¬ 
roll  cost  for  the  current  fiscal  year 
through  April,  which  is  the  last  report 
available. 

The  data  demonstrate  graphically  the 
trend  which  is  in  existence,  part  of  it 
under  the  guise  of  defense  necessity,  but 
always  in  the  direction  of  greater  and 
greater  Federal  activity  and  intrenched 
bureaucracy. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  table  be  printed  in  the 
Record  as  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Employment  record  of  agencies  for  which  appropriations  are  made  in  H.  R.  3709 
[Note— Actual  money  payroll  figures  lag  behind  personnel  figures  1  month.  For  this  reason  March  payroll  figures  are  used  as  estimates  in  all  figures  for  April] 


Proposed  in  budget  for 
fiscal  year  1952 

Acftial  (head  count)  employment  and  payroll  costs  (in 

thousands  of  dollars) 

Employees 

Payroll 

April  1951 

April  1950 

July  1950 

August  1950 

September  1950 

October  1950 

Perma¬ 

nent 

Aver¬ 

age 

Person¬ 

nel 

Pay 

Person¬ 

nel 

Pay 

Person¬ 

nel 

Pay 

Person¬ 

nel 

Pay 

Person¬ 

nel 

Pay 

Person¬ 

nel 

Pay 

Department  of  Labor . . . . 

Federal  Security  Agency . —  -- 

National  Labor  Relations  Board - 

National  Mediation  Board  . . 

Railroad  Retirement  Board - - 

Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation 
Service . 

5, 935 
39, 522 

1,  471 
11.3 
2,300 

445 

6,122 
38,  465 

1,  466 
125 
2,378 

408 

$26,  974,  305 
148, 137,  281 

6,  970,  825 
920,  085 
8,807,104 

2,  726,  740 

8, 136 
35, 4.35 

1, 529 
117 
2,071 

355 

$2, 571 
10,  582 
598 
73 
662 

195 

6, 016 
33,  981 

1,  530 
123 
2,287 

337 

$1,  681 
9,127 
519 
64 
656 

172 

6,033 
32, 970 

1, 362 
128 
2,297 

327 

$1,  993 
9,051 
604 
66 
674 

178 

6,070 
33, 048 

1, 356 
-  129 

2,240 

326 

$2, 035 
10,  206 
549 
63 
625 

194 

6, 151 
33,  676 
1,395 
124 
2,200 

324 

$2,063 

9,222 

518 

76 

663 

181 

6,324 
34, 325 

1, 429 
120 
2,158 

326 

$2,  308 
10,  003 
550 
62 
677 

177 

Total . 

49, 846 

48, 964 

'  194,  536,  340 

47, 643 

14, 681 

44, 274 

12,  219 

43, 117 

12, 466 

43, 166 

13,  672 

43,  870 

12, 723 

44, 682 

13, 777 

Actual  (head  count)  employment  and  payroll  costs  (in  thousands  of  dollars)— Continued 

Total  pay¬ 
roll  costs 
first  10 
months, 
fiscal  year 
1951 

November  1950 

December  1950 

January  1951 

February  1951 

March  1951 

April  1951 

Person¬ 

nel 

Pay 

Person¬ 

nel 

Pay 

Person¬ 

nel 

Pay 

Person¬ 

nel 

Pay 

Person¬ 

nel 

Pay 

Person¬ 

nel 

Pay 

Department  of  Labor _ _ _ _ 

Federal  Security  Agency . — - - 

National  Labor  Relations  Board _ _ _ 

National  Mediation  Board - 

Railroad  Retirement  Board - - - - 

Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service - 

Total _ 

6,473 
34, 865 
1,487 
114 
2,126 
328 

$2,  216 
10, 187 
576 
69 
666 
185 

6,430 
34, 891 

1, 557 
113 
2, 117 
333 

$2, 211 

9,  412 
534 
62 
632 
186 

6, 941 
35, 295 
1,451 
117 
2,096 
333 

$2,  439 
10,  770 
589 
62 
695 
202 

7,585 
34, 844 
1, 450 
120 
2,069 
345 

$2,  284 
9, 498 
521 
55 
600 
176 

7,656 
35, 107 
1, 576 
119 
2,081 
356 

$2,571 
10,  582 
598 
73 
662 
195 

8, 136 
35, 435 
1,  529 
117 
2,071 
355 

$2,  571 
10,  582 
598 
73 
662 
195 

$22, 694, 000 
99,  613,  000 
6, 537.  000 
661, 000 
6, 546,  000 
1, 869,  000 

45,  393 

13,  899 

45,  441 

13,  037 

46,233 

14,  757 

46, 413 

13, 134 

46,  895 

14,  681 

47, 643 

14, 681 

136, 827, 000 

i  Includes  funds  from  public  sources  such  as  fees,  tuitions,  etc. 


Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  when 
one  sits  on  the  Appropriations  Committee 
he  realizes  that  under  the  guise  of  de¬ 
fense  activities,  activities  in  connection 
with  the  Defense  Production  Act,  and  so 
forth,  we  are  permitting  employees  to  go 
from  the  regular  agencies  into  swollen 


wartime  agencies,  not  in  connection  with 
regular  promotions,  but  by  means  of 
jumping  their  promotions  and  obtaining 
larger  salaries.  This  causes  additional 
expenses  in  two  ways.  In  the  agencies  to 
which  they  go,  they  have  had  no  train¬ 
ing  whatever  and  that  is  expensive. 


When  they  take  positions  at  higher 
grades  and  higher  salaries,  that  also 
causes  their  former  positions  to  be  filled 
by  new  employees  who  have  had  no 
training  whatever  in  them. 

Mr.  President,  Senators  who  have  not 
carefully  examined  that  situation  can- 
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not  realize  what  is  going  on  in  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  under  the  guise  of  defense. 
They  cannot  realize  the  amount  of  money 
that  is  being  taken  from  the  taxpayers, 
the  amount  of  money  that  will  have  to 
be  included  in  the  next  appropriation  bill, 
because  of  that  situation.  If  those 
amounts  could  be  broken  down  to  show 
what  each  family  in  the  Nation  will  have 
to  pay  because  of  this  situation,  the  pro¬ 
tests  which  would  be  made  by  the  peo¬ 
ple  generally  would  be  so  vociferous  that 
Congress  would  not  permit  Government 
officials  or  employees  to  be  removed 
from  one  agency,  in  the  work  of  which 
they  have  been  trained,  to  another 
agency,  at  higher  salaries,  although  they 
do  not  know  anything  about  their  new 
work  and  must  be  trained  for  it.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  when  such  transfers  are  made, 
it  is  necessary  to  obtain  new  employees 
for  the  positions  such  persons  formerly 
occupied,  and  to  train  those  new  em¬ 
ployees  for  that  work. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Stennis  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  should  like  to  make 
a  brief  comment,  with  the  indulgence  of 
the  Senator  from  Michigan.  Although 
I  do  not  agree  that  what  he  is  now  sug¬ 
gesting  in  the  way  of  a  cut  is  correct, 
nevertheless  I  do  agree  fully  with  the 
last  statement  he  has  made.  It  is  true 
that  many  of  the  employees  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  who  have  been  trained  to  do 
particular  types  of  work  in  the  regular 
departments  are  now  being  transferred 
to  the  new  Government  agencies,  gener¬ 
ally  at  an  increase  of  two  or  three  or  four 
numbers  in  grade  under  the  Classification 
Act.  I  wish  we  could  reach  that  situa¬ 
tion.  Even  in  connection  with  this  bill, 
we  had  at  the  hearings  information  that 
some  agencies  are  losing  employees  who 
have  been  with  them  for  years,  because 
the  employees  can  transfer  to  new  de¬ 
partments  or  agencies  at  higher  grades 
which  have  no  classification  whatsoever. 
I  agree  with  the  Senator  as  to  that  situ¬ 
ation. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor.  I  know  that  he  has  tried,  as  have 
other  members  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  to  reach  this  situation.  We 
have  ordered  the  agencies  to  furnish 
the  committee  information  as  to  the 
numbers  of  such  transferring  employees, 
their  names,  and  their  changes  in  grade, 
so  that  we  could  see  exactly  what  was 
occurring  in  this  respect  in  each  agency. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  Senate  will 
adopt  this  amendment,  which  calls  for 
a  10-percent  cut  in  the  appropriations 
for  personnel,  rather  than  the  5-percent 
cut  recommended  by  the  committee.  It 
will  be  a  tremendous  step  toward  cutting 
back  on  the  intolerable  burden  of  non- 
essential  Government  employment. 

I  want  to  stress  just  one  thing  more. 
This  is  the  first  appropriation  bill  for 
1952.  What  we  do  here  on  this  bill  is 
going  to  create  the  precedent  and  set 
the  pattern  for  our  action  on  the  1952 
budget.  I  am  absolutely  confident  the 


people  of  this  country  are  looking  to  us 
to  reduce  the  overload  of  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  provided  for  in  the  budget  for 
1952  by  at  least  10  percent.  That  is  the 
purpose  and  effect  of  this  amendment. 
We  should  not  miss  this  opportunity  to 
set  the  pace  for  consideration  of  the 
whole  1952  budget. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan,  I  submit  the  amendment  which  I 
send  to  the  desk  and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  to  the  amendment  will  be 
stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  At  the  end  of  Mr. 
Ferguson’s  amendment,  it  is  proposed 
to  change  the  colon  to  a  period  and  in¬ 
sert  the  following:  ‘‘Provided,  That  this 
section  shall  not  apply  to  appropria¬ 
tions  of  the  Public  Health  Service  for 
hospitals  and  medical  care,  foreign 
quarantine  service.  National  Institutes 
of  Health,  National  Cancer  Institute, 
mental-health  activities,  National  Heart 
Institute,  and  dental-health  activities.” 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Is  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  New  York  to  my 
amendment  in  order,  or  is  it  an  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  third  degree? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is  an 
amendment  in  the  second  degree,  and  at 
this  stage  of  the  proceedings  it  is  in 
order.  An  amendment  in  the  third  de¬ 
gree  would  not  be  in  order. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  So,  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  New  York  to  my 
amendment  is  an  amendment  in  the 
second  degree? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  been  in  the  Senate  for  quite  a  long 
time.  I  do  not  think  I  was  ever  legisla¬ 
tively  more  embarrassed  or  personally 
more  embarrassed  than  I  am  at  this  mo¬ 
ment.  I  am  devoted  to  my  friend,  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez],  and  I  believe  he  is  devoted 
to  me.  Pie  is  a  wonderful  man  and  a 
stanch  friend  of  mine. 

However,  when  this  matter  came  up 
before  the  full  committee,  I  reached  the 
conclusion  that  the  so-called  cuts  which 
were  proposed  to  be  made  in  the  bill  by 
the  subcommittee  were  entirely  too  small. 
When  the  Senator  from  Michigan  first 
offered  his  amendment  calling  for  a  10- 
percent  cut,  I  voted  in  favor  of  it.  Then 
I  pleaded  with  the  committee — I  did  not 
simply  ask  the  committee,  but  I  pleaded 
with  the  committee,  with  all  the  fervor 
at  my  command — “For  heaven’s  sake,  let 
us  cut  down  the  appropriations  carried 
in  this  bill.  This  bill  carries  entirely  too 
much  money  under  the  circumstances 
in  which  we  are  now  situated.”  Never¬ 
theless,  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  was  rejected  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  by  a  vote  of  4  to  8.  I  was  one  of 
the  four  Senators  voting  in  the  commit¬ 
tee  in  favor  of  the  amendment. 

I  then  was  so  anxious  to  accomplish 
some  savings  that  I  submitted  an  amend¬ 


ment  calling  for  a  7-percent  reduction- 
just  7  percent.  That  amendment  was 
rejected  by  a  vote  of  6  to  7. 

Finally  the  amendment  calling  for  a 
5 -percent  reduction  was  submitted,  and 
I  voted  for  it,  rather  than  not  to  have 
any  cut  made.  The  reduction  we  shall 
achieve  by  adopting  the  5-percenC 
amendment  will  be  precious  little,  as  I 
understand  the  amendment. 

Incidentally,  Mr.  President,  let  me  say 
also  that  the  10 -percent  reduction 
amendment  proposed  in  connection  with 
the  independent  offices  appropriation  bill 
will,  in  my  opinion,  constitute  precious 
little  reduction.  I  do  not  believe  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  was  present  when 
the  committee  was  considering  that  bill 
and  that  amendment  to  it ;  but  I  know  I 
offered  the  amendment,  and  it  was  re¬ 
jected  by  a  vote  of  3  to  5.  I  then  offered 
an  amendment  calling  for  a  7-percent 
reduction,  but  it  was  rejected  by  a  vote 
of  4  to  5. 

I  then  voted — reluctantly — for  the 
amendment  calling  for  a  5-percent  re¬ 
duction,  even  though  I  did  not  think  that 
amendment  would  amount  to  very  much, 
and  I  still  do  not  think  so.  I  doubt  very 
much  whether  such  a  reduction  will  rep¬ 
resent  a  serious  reduction  at  all.  I  may 
be  mistaken  about  that,  for  I  am  not 
particularly  good  at  figures.  However, 
that  reduction  seems  to  me  to  amount 
to  so  little  that  I  wish  to  make  this 
statement  to  my  Democratic  friends :  At 
this  time,  when  our  country  is  at  war, 
when  we  do  not  know  what  will  occur, 
when  we  have  been  urged  by  everyone 
to  cut  nonmilitary  expenditures,  when 
we  have  to  appropriate  so  much  money 
for  the  war,  for  heaven’s  sake  let  us  cut 
the  nonmilitary  expenditures  as  much  as 
we  possibly  can.  I  do  not  believe  it  will 
hurt  the  Government  departments  if  we 
adopt  this  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  committee  I 
asked  and  obtained  unanimous  consent 
to  vote  against  the  committee  amend¬ 
ments.  That  consent  was  graciously 
given,  and  I  shall  vote  in  that  way. 

Mr.  President,  if  I  know  my  own  con¬ 
science,  if  I  know  my  own  heart,  if  I 
know  anything  about  this  Government, 
and  if  I  know  anything  about  the  people 
of  this  country,  I  think  it  is  my  bounden 
duty  in  these  closing  years  of  my  life  to 
vote  to  make  reductions  in  these  appro¬ 
priations.  They  should  be  reduced. 

I  appeal  to  my  Democratic  friends  to 
look  solely  to  the  interests  of  their  coun¬ 
try,  which  we  all  love  so  well,  which  I 
know  they  love  as  well  as  I  do.  But  in 
this  time  of  emergency,  in  this  time  when 
we  need  money  to  provide  for  the  de¬ 
fense  of  this  great  country,  and  the  de¬ 
fense  of  our  way  of  life,  I  appeal  to  Sen¬ 
ators  to  let  us  reduce  the  amount  ap¬ 
propriated  in  the  bill,  and  let  us  come  to 
an  agreement  on  it. 

Let  us  agree  to  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment.  I  earnestly  and  sincerely  hope 
that  my  friends  will  join  with  me  in  vot¬ 
ing  in  favor  of  the  amendment.  I  fa¬ 
vored  it  in  committee.  It  is  exceedingly 
embarrassing  to  me,  as  chairman  of  the 
committee,  as  Senators  may  realize,  to 
be  voted  down  so  often  though  by  a  close 
vote;  but  I  was  voted  down.  My  friends 
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on  the  committee  voted  me  down.  I 
hope  they  will  reconsider,  and  will  vote 
for  the  amendment. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ,  Mr.  LEHMAN,  and  Mr. 
AIKEN  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  is  recognized. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
most  happy  that  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  [Mr.  McKellar]  rose  to  ex¬ 
plain  his  position.  It  was  not  necessary 
for  him  to  do  so.  We  who  have  been 
associated  with  him  here  for  many  years 
know  that  the  Senator  from  Tennessee, 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations,  is  recognized  for  his  devotion, 
his  loyalty,  and  his  patriotism.  It  was 
unnecessary  for  him  to  explain  his  vote, 
but  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  con¬ 
scientiously  thought  the  cut  should  have 
been  10  percent  and  there  was  not  a 
single  member  who  would  even  dare  have 
in  mind  the  qestioning  of  his  motives  or 
of  his  integrity  in  coming  to  that  de¬ 
cision. 

The  other  members  of  the  full  com¬ 
mittee  and  of  the  subcommittee  decided 
that  possibly  a  10 -per cent  cut  would  be 
a  little  too  drastic.  We  know  that  this 
body  has  a  right  to  overrule  the  sub¬ 
committee,  or  to  overrule  the  full  com¬ 
mittee,  and  the  question  is  clear  as  to 
the  issue  upon  which  the  Senate  is  to 
vote.  The  committee  has  recommended 
a  cut  of  5  percent  in  the  money  items  for 
personal  services.  The  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Michigan,  of  which  my 
good  friend  from  Tennessee  approves,  is 
to  the  effect  that  the  cut  should  be  10 
percent  instead  of  5  percent.  So  the 
issue  is  clear.  I  believe  that  the  pro¬ 
ponent  of  the  5-percent  cut  would  de¬ 
sire,  as  I  understand,  during  the  after¬ 
noon,  to  explain  the  position  which  he 
took  in  favor  of  the  5-percent  cut.  But, 
after  that,  and  notwithstanding  that,  I 
might  have  to  oppose  the  position  of  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  and  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee.  It  would  be  one  of  the 
few  times  that  I  know  of  that  I  have  ever 
taken  a  position  contrary  to  that  of  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee.  I  should  like 
to  have  the  Senate  come  to  a  conclusion. 
The  cut  is  to  be  either  5  percent  or  10 
percent.  The  Senate  is  supreme  in  these 
matters. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Virginia. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  The  President  is 
very  anxious  that  four  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency 
confer  with  him  and  Mr.  Wilson  at 
4  o’clock.  Several  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  whom  he  invited  to  attend  the 
conference  are  unwilling  to  go,  if  to  do 
so  would  mean  missing  the  vote  on  the 
pending  amendment.  Would  it  be  pos¬ 
sible  for  the  debate  to  continue,  say, 
until  4:30?  I  think  we  could  return  by 
that  time. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  do  not  know  whether 
it  will  continue  until  that  hour  or  not. 
My  opinion  is  that  the  debate  will  pos¬ 
sibly  continue  until  4:30.  My  under¬ 
standing  is  that  the  proponent  of  the 
amendment  calling  for  a  5-percent  cut 
is  to  discuss  the  reasons  for  the  amend¬ 
ment.  I  do  not  know  how  much  time 


he  desires.  There  may  be  other  Sena¬ 
tors  who  want  to  discuss  it. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  to  me  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  making  a  unanimous -consent 
request  to  fix  the  time  for  the  vote? 

Mr.  MCFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  first  to  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  In  event  the  Sen¬ 
ators  have  not  returned  from  the  White 
House  by  the  time  the  debate  is  con¬ 
cluded,  would  the  Senator  be  willing  that 
the  vote  go  over - 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Until  4:30? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Until  another 
day? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No,  no. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  The  defense  pro¬ 
duction  bill  is  a  rather  essential  bill. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  appreciate  that.  Let 
me  ask  the  distinguished  majority  leader 
whether  it  is  proposed  to  have  a  session 
of  the  Senate  tomorrow. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  No;  it  was  not 
thought  that  we  would  have  a  session 
tomorrow.  The  committees  have  been 
very  busy  and  I  had  thought  the  Senate 
might  recess  until  Monday.  But  it  was 
my  thought  that  we  might  get  an  agree¬ 
ment  for  a  limitation  of  debate  starting 
Monday. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Is  it  possible  for  us  to 
arrive  at  a  decision  as  to  when  we  will 
vote  upon  this  particular  amendment? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  suggest  5  o’clock. 

Several  Senators.  Vote! 

Mr.  McFARLAND  and  Mr.  FERGU¬ 
SON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  has  the  floor. 
Does  the  Senator  yield;  and  if  so,  to 
whom? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  first  to  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  shall  endeavor 
to  protect  the  interests  of  the  Senators 
referred  to  by  the  Senator  from  Virginia. 
If  they  will  proceed  to  keep  their  ap¬ 
pointment,  I  shall  ask  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  to  bear  with 
me  while  I  endeavor  to  work  out  an 
agreement  to  vote  on  Monday,  in  the 
event  Senators  are  unable  to  return  in 
time  to  have  the  vote  this  evening. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  would  rather  get  an 
agreement  as  to  the  time  for  voting  on 
this  particular  amendment,  which,  to 
my  mind,  is  the  final  amendment  to 
the  bill. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  think  there  will 
be  no  difficulty  about  that. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield  the 
floor? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  New  York  yield 
to  permit  me  to  propound  a  unanimous- 
consent  request? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  yield  for  that  pur¬ 
pose. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
conference  at  the  White  House  is  very 
important.  I  took  the  responsibility  of 
telling  the  Senators  who  were  called  to 
the  White  House  that  I  would  try  to  see 
to  it  that  we  did  not  come  to  a  vote  in 


their  absence.  For  that  reason,  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that, 
beginning  next  Monday  at  12  o’clock, 
the  debate  be  limited  to  2  hours,  1  hour 
on  a  side,  the  time  to  be  divided  equally, 
and  controlled  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez] 
and  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Ferguson]. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  from 
New  York  how  much  time  he  will  want 
on  Monday  on  his  amendment.  I  was 
propounding  a  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  that  the  Senate  limit  the  debate 
on  Monday  to  1  hour  on  a  side.  Then 
I  thought  about  the  Senator’s  amend¬ 
ment,  and  I  should  like  to  know  how 
much  time  he  would  like  to  take. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  should  want  about 
10  or  15  minutes,  but  other  Senators 
may  wish  to  speak  on  other  phases  of 
medical  activities.  I  am  speaking  only 
on  mental  health. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  With  reference  to 
any  amendments  to  the  amendment,  I 
ask  that  the  time  be  limited  to  30  min¬ 
utes,  to  be  divided  equally  between  the 
proponent  of  the  amendment  and  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  feels  that  the  Senate  can  make  a 
great  deal  more  time  if  Senators  will 
resume  their  seats.  To  whom  does  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  yield? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
I  still  have  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object — — 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  restate  the  unanimous- 
consent  request. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that,  begin¬ 
ning  next  Monday  at  12  o’clock,  the  de¬ 
bate  be  limited  to  2  hours,  to  be  divided 
equally  between  the  two  sides,  and  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez]  and  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Ferguson],  and  that  on  any  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  amendment  30  minutes  be 
allowed,  to  be  divided  equally  between 
the  proponent  of  the  amendment  and 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico,  and  if  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  shall  be  in 
favor  of  the  amendment,  then  between 
the  proponent  of  the  amendment  and  the 
Senator  from  Michigan,  or  some  Senator 
whom  he  may  designate. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  inquire  about  germane 
amendments.  We  want  it  kept  open  so 
that  any  Senator  who  wants  to  offer  an 
amendment  can  do  so  up  to  the  time  the 
bill  is  passed. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  This  request  ap¬ 
plies  only  to  this  one  amendment. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  beg  the  Senatpr’s 
pardon.  I  have  no  objection  to  that 
at  all. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  I  wish  to  make  a  suggestion  to 
the  majority  leader.  Without  proposing 
any  change  in  the  unanimous-eonsent 
request  which  has  been  made  by  the 
Senator  from  Arizona,  I  should  like  the 
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right  to  read  some  brief  remarks  into  the 
Record  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Oh,  certainly. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arizona  if  it  is  his  intention 
to  suspend  discussion  and  action  upon 
this  bill  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  did  not  want  to 
suspend  so  long  as  any  Senator  desires 
to  discuss  it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  meant 
to  suspend  further  voting;  did  he? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Yes,  because  of 
the  conference  at  the  White  House. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  May  I  ask  how  many 
Senators  were  invited  to  the  conference? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Four  or  more. .  It 
is  an  important  conference  on  important 
legislative  matters.  Some  Senators  said 
they  would  not  attend  if  a  vote  was  to 
be  taken.  I  thought,  in  view  of  the  late¬ 
ness  of  the  hour - 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
we  have  some  hours  left  in  which  to  work 
on  the  pending  bill.  Apparently  the 
Senators  attending  the  conference  will 
be  back  by  5  o’clock.  I  shall,  reluctantly, 
be  compelled  to  object. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  May  I  inquire 
whether  the  pending  amendment  is  the 
Ferguson  amendment  or  the  Lehman 
amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  before  the  Senate  is  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
New  York  to  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  say  to  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  that  it  is  difficult  to  resist  or  to 
refuse  an  invitation  to  go  to  the  White 
Hotise  because,  after  all,  regardless  of 
political  affiliations,  it  is  a  bipartisan 
proposition,  I  hope.  I  was  not  invited, 
but  several  other  Senators  have  been 
invited.  They  had  either  to  refuse  the 
invitation  or  to  pass  up  opportunity  to 
vote  on  the  amendment.  I  agree  with 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  that  the  work 
of  the  Senate  comes  first,  but  in  this 
particular  case - 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  should  think  we 
could  vote  at  5  o’clock  on  this  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  shall  do  my  best 
to  protect  Senators.  If  they  do  not  re¬ 
turn  in  time,  I  shall  move  a  recess  of 
the  Senate.  _ 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  For  the  informa¬ 
tion  of  the  majority  leader,  there  are 
only  four  Senators  involved.  I  agreed 
to  pair  with  one  of  them.  He  is  satis¬ 
fied.  That  leaves  three.  With  all  the 
talk  about  getting  appropriation  bills 
passed,  I  think  we  should  proceed  and 
get  the  pending  bill  out  of  the  way  to¬ 
night. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  absolutely  in 
favor  of  getting  bills  passed,  but  there 
are  Senators  who  would  like  very  much 
to  be  recorded  on  the  vote  on  the  pend¬ 
ing  amendment,  and  I  do  not  blame  them 
at  all. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  They  will  be  back 
at  5  o’clock. 


Mr.  WHERRY.  I  cannot  tell  about 
that.  They  were  invited  to  go  to  the' 
White  House. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  has  been  made. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  New  York  yield  in  order 
that  I  may  submit  an  amendment? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  send  to  the  desk 
an  amendment  on  behalf  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Bridges] 
and  myself  and  ask  that  it  lie  on  the 
desk  and  be  printed. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Is  it  an  amendment 
to  the  bill,  or  to  the  Senator’s  pending 
amendment? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  It  is  an  amendment 
to  the  bill. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  is 
amendment  in  addition  to  the  one  which 
is  already  before  the  Senate? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  It  is  an  amendment 
which  I  mentioned  during  my  remarks 
with  reference  to  prohibiting  the  use  of 
funds  authorized  for  chauffeurs  and 
drivers  of  automobiles  owned  by  various 
agencies. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  received  and  printed, 
and  lie  on  the  table. 

MENTAL  HEALTH 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
In  support  of  the  amendment  which  I 
have  offered  to  the  amendment  of  the 
senior  Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  President,  during  the  14  years 
when  I  was  lieutenant  governor  and  gov¬ 
ernor  of  my  State,  no  matter  concerned 
me  or  engaged  my  attention  more  fully 
and  at  greater  length  than  did  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  mental  health. 

Our  needs  in  all  areas  of  medical  re¬ 
search  are  great.  In  none,  however,  can 
we  honestly  say  that  the  needs  are  great¬ 
er  than  in  the  field  of  mental  health. 
Measured  in  any  way  you  like — in  terms 
of  lost  military  manpower,  in  terms  of 
lost  wages  and  productivity,  in  terms  of 
accidents,  suicides,  crime  and  divorce, 
in  terms  of  human  anguish,  and  in  terms 
of  cold  dollars  and  cents,  the  cost  of 
mental  and  emotional  illness  is  stagger¬ 
ing. 

In  the  course  of  normal  living  today, 

1  person  out  of  every  20  can  expect  to 
spend  at  least  part  of  his  or  her  life  in  a 
mental  hospital.  Consider  what  this  fact 
means,  not  only  to  these  unhappy  peo¬ 
ple,  but  also  to  their  families,  and  their 
friends. 

Today,  this  is  the  story  told  by  cold 
statistics  that  have  long  been  on  public 
record: 

First.  At  least  half  of  our  Nation’s 
hospital  beds  are  devoted  to  care  of  the 
mentally  ill. 

Second.  State  mental  hospitals  cost 
the  taxpayers  about  $400,000,000  annu¬ 
ally. 

Third.  Federal  mental  hospital  care. 
Including  the  huge  obligation  of  caring 
for  mentally  ill  veterans,  costs  us  some 
$500,000,000  annually. 

Here  are  some  more  facts.  As  we  all 
know,  our  mental  hospitals  are  severely 
overcrowded.  We  have  never  been  able 
to  build  enough  to  take  care  of  the  total 
need,  and  in  almost  every  State  there  are 
waiting  lists  of  persons  who  need  psy¬ 
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chiatric  care  in  an  institution  but  who 
must  wait  their  turn,  sometimes  in  jails, 
sometimes  in  hospitals  which  need  the 
space  for  care  of  people  with  acute  phys¬ 
ical  illness,  and  sometimes  in  the  care 
of  their  families,  imposing  a  terrible 
emotional,  financial,  and  physical  bur¬ 
den. 

But  the  problem  is  greater  than  the 
number  in  mental  hospitals  or  needing 
mental  hospital  care.  Altogether,  I  have 
been  informed,  at  least  9,000,000  persons 
suffer  from  mental  illness  or  disability 
to  such  an  extent  that  they  require  prop¬ 
er  psychiatric  aid. 

What  is  the  answer?  Should  we 
build  more  hospitals  and  train  more 
psychiatrists?. 

Certainly.  We  cannot  ignore  this 
great  need. 

But  more  hospitals  cannot  solve  our 
problem.  As  a  well-known  psychiatrist 
recently  pointed  out,  if  1  out  of  every 
20  automobiles  that  came  off  the  assem¬ 
bly  line  in  Detroit  proved  defective, 
broke  down  on  the  highway,  endanger¬ 
ing  and  possibly  killing  its  occupants, 
there  would  be  no  question  of  what  to 
do.  The  automobile  industry  would  not 
only  provide  for  repair  of  such  failures, 
it  would  seek  the  source  of  the  trouble, 
learn  what  was  going  wrong  with  the 
cars,  and  find  out  how  such  breakdowns 
could  be  prevented. 

Thus,  we  cannot  be  content  with  at¬ 
tempts  to  salvage  and  repair  our  emo¬ 
tional  failures.  We  must  seek  out  the 
roots  of  the  trouble.  We  must  find  out 
why  some  people  cannot  take  the  nor¬ 
mal  stresses  and  strains  of  living.  We 
must  learn  why  they  crack  up  in  the 
middle  of  their  careers,  harming  not 
only  themselves  but  also  causing  suffer¬ 
ing  to  their  wives,  husbands,  children. 
We  must  learn  how  to  strike  directly  at 
mental  illness. 

That  is  why  the  Congress  passed  the 
National  Mental  Health  Act  in  1946,  5 
years  ago  this  July.  In  addition  to 
providing  for  more  psychiatric  training 
and  for  expanded  State  mental-health 
programs,  this  act  provided  for  a  great 
increase  in  research.  Its  mandate  has 
been  carried  out  by  the  National  Insti¬ 
tute  of  Mental  Health,  which,  as  Sena¬ 
tors  know,  is  one  of  the  national  insti¬ 
tutes  of  health. 

Results  of  the  National  Mental 
Health  Act,  to  date,  have  been  most  en¬ 
couraging.  Before  1946,  less  than  half 
of  the  States  had  mental-health  pro¬ 
grams.  -Now  every  State  and  Territory 
has  an  active  and  expanding  program, 
which  uses  research  findings  for  the  di¬ 
rect  benefit  of  the  American  people. 
Today,  too,  hundreds  of  training  pro¬ 
grams  are  under  way  to  increase  our 
supply  of  critically  needed  specialists 
in  psychiatric  professions.  Today,  re¬ 
search  in  the  field  of  mental  illness  has 
reached  a  new  peak,  both  in  the  num¬ 
ber  of  first-class  scientific  minds  de¬ 
voted  to  this  work  and  in  the  funds 
they  have  at  their  disposal  for  essential 
equipment  and  assistance. 

Through  this  research,  science  has 
learned  more  about  the  treatment  of 
mental  illness  through  surgery.  Aided 
by  a  series  of  recent  Federal  grants, 
careful  and  intensive  studies  of  treated 
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and  untreated  patients  have  shown  how 
and  when  this  type  of  treatment  can 
have  its  maximum  effect.  Through  the 
work  of  the  National  Institute  of  Mental 
Health,  new  ways  have  been  found  to 
treat  drug  addicts,  greatly  aiding  our 
Nation’s  fight,  on  this  growing  social 
problem.  New  findings  have  been  made 
on  the  effects  of  wartime  tensions  and 
family  disruption  upon  young  children, 
facts  that  will  prove  valuable  as  more 
men  go  into  military  service  and  more 
mothers  enter  war  industry.  These  are 
only  a  few  of  the  hundreds  of  projects 
aided  by  the  funds  that  Congress  ap¬ 
propriates. 

The  amendment  would  remove  the 
limitation  on  personal  services  carried  in 
the  committee  bill.  At  a  time  when 
every  person  who  can  devote  himself  to 
this  problem  is  needed,  particularly  in 
research,  we  should  not  limit  the  Sur¬ 
geon  General  in  his  efforts  to  find  the 
cause,  prevention,  and  cure  of  mental 
illnesses  by  requiring  that  there  be  a 
reduction  in  the  number  of  scientists 
and  others  who  are  working  on  these 
problems.  What  we  should  be  doing  is 
appropriating  more  money,  rather  than 
forcing  a  reduction  in  force. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  spoken  only 
about  the  field  of  mental  health.  Some 
of  my  colleagues,  either  today  or  when 
we  meet  again  next  week,  will  undoubt¬ 
edly  discuss  the  great  problems  of  heart 
disease,  of  cancer,  of  dental  care,  and 
of  other  fields  of  health  which  are  so 
vital  to  the  welfare  of  our  people. 

I  heard  the  moving  plea  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  a  few  minutes  ago.  I 
share  with  him  the  feeling  that  we 
should  economize  on  every  nonessential 
activity.  The  military  defense  of  our 
country,  of  course,  is  paramount.  But 
right  alongside  military  defense,  in  our 
effort  to  throw  back  aggression,  and  to 
bring  peace  to  a  war-torn  world,  comes 
the  fight  for  the  health  of  our  people. 
I  say  “right  along  side  of’’  because  the 
health  of  our  people  is,  in  my  opinion, 
vital  to  the  defense  of  our  Nation. 

Mr.  President,  I  recently  returned 
from  a  great  convention  held  in  Geneva, 
Switzerland.  As  Senators  may  recall, 
I  attended  that  convention  representing 
the  Senate  of  the  United  States  and  as 
a  delegate  of  the  United  States.  It  was 
the  fourth  assembly  of  the  World  Health 
Organization.  I  was  deeply  impressed 
with  the  spirit  of  devotion,  the  spirit  of 
determination  shown  by  representatives 
not  only  of  what  we  consider  the  en¬ 
lightened  countries,  but  of  countries 
that  have  not  yet  had  the  advantages 
and  the  opportunity  of  progressing  in 
the  manner  countries  of  western  civili¬ 
zation  have  had.  Those  people  are  de¬ 
termined  to  preserve  and  to  advance  the 
health  of  their  people.  Certainly  I  do 
not  think  for  a  moment  that  we  can  fail 
to  do  as  much.  I  believe  that  no  ex¬ 
pense  within  the  means  of  the  American 
people  is  too  great,  if  it  means  the  saving 
of  human  lives. 

We  have  appropriated  countless  bil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  for  the  defense  of  our 
country,  and  to  help  our  soldiers,  sailors, 
and  airmen  fight  with  as  great  an  as¬ 
surance  as  possible  of  success  and  safety* 


The  small  amount  which  would  be  saved 
by  cutting  the  personnel  in  our  health 
services  is  negligible  as  compared  with 
the  total  expenditures  which  we  make 
every  day  in  the  year,  and  small  in  com¬ 
parison  to  the  benefit  which  would  be 
brought  to  the  American  people. 

I  repeat  that  I  want  economy.  I  shall 
vote  for  economy  if  it  does  not  destroy 
essential  services.  Among  those  essen¬ 
tial  services  I  say  again  that  none  ranks 
ahead  of  the  service  which  will  preserve 
and  advance  the  health  of  our  people. 

I  very  much  hope  that  my  amendment 
to  the  Ferguson  amendment  will  prevail. 
IMPORTATION  OF  AGRICULTURAL  COM¬ 
MODITIES  IN  CONFLICT  WITH  DOMES- 
\TIC  PRICE-SUPPORT  PROGRAMS 
\lr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  when 
the\bill  (H.  R.  1612)  to  extend  the  au¬ 
thority  of  the  President  to  enter  into 
reciprocal  trade  agreements,  was  before 
the  Senate  on  May  21,  22,  and  23,  the 
junior  sPpator  from  Nebraska  had  sev¬ 
eral  colloquies  with  the  distinguished 
senior  Sen&tor  from  Georgia  and  other 
Senators  regarding  the  effectiveness  of 
Senate  Finance  Committee  amend¬ 
ments  contained  in  section  8  of  H.  R. 
1612.  \ 

That  section,  asdt  was  reported  by  the 
Senate  committee, 'provides  that  in  any 
case  where  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
determines  and  repons  to  the  President 
and  to  the  Tariff  Commission  that  an 
emergency  condition  exists  with  regard 
to  a  perishable  agricultural  commodity, 
the  Tariff  Commission  shall  make  an 
immediate  investigation  ui^er  section 
22  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act, 
or  under  section  7 — the  escape-clause 
procedure — of  H.  R.  1612.  \ 

Section  8  further  states  that  the  Tar¬ 
iff  Commission  will  determine  the'ffaets 
and  make  recommendations  to  \£he 
President  for  such  relief  as  may  be  ap¬ 
propriate.  The  President  may  also  take 
action  under  section  8,  without  waiting,, 
for  Tariff  Commission  recommenda-  ' 
tions,  if  in  his  judgment  the  emergency 
requires  such  action. 

However,  Mr.  President,  neither  in 
section  8 — which  specifically  refers  to 
perishable  agricultural  commodities — 
nor  in  any  other  section  of  the  recipro- 
! "  cal  trade  agreements  extension  legisla¬ 
tion,  is  action  by  the  President  made 
mandatory,  when  imports  threaten  do¬ 
mestic  production  and  interfere  with 
price-support  and  conservation  pro¬ 
grams.  / 

The  junior  Senator  from  Nebraska 
called  this  fact  to^the  attention  of  the 
senior  Senator  from  Georgia  in  a  dis¬ 
cussion  on  the  6oor  of  the  Senate  on 
May  23,  as  shown  on  page  5854,  column 
1,  of  the  Record  of  that  date. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  that 
particular  portion  of  the  Congressional 
Record  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point  as  a/part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  matter 
referred  to  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

Mr.  Wherry.  Mr.  President,  my  reason  for 
making  this  statement  is  that  although,  with 
the  inclusion  in  the  bill  of  subparagraph  (f ) 
on  page  13,  I  think  the  committee  has  gone 
a  long  way  toward  helping  to  tighten  up  the 
bill  and  to  eliminate  the  abuse  of  the  recipro¬ 
cal  trade  agreements  provision,  to  a  point 


where  it  would  be  helpful  in  affording  somaf 
protection,  yet  I  have  a  feeling,  based  on  past 
experience,  that  it  is  still  within  the  har>ds 
of  the  administraiton  to  do  as  they  choosy. 

There  is  not  a  mandatory  provision  in ( the 
bill  which  would  finally  give  the  relief  Asked 
for,  and  so  long  as  Mr.  Acheson  is  Sec¬ 
retary  of  State,  and  running  the  economy 
both  on  the  foreign  front  and  on  the  do¬ 
mestic  front,  it  is  my  opinion  that  we  cannot 
obtain  the  kind  of  administration  which 
will  protect  American  industry,  American 
agriculture,  and  American  labor.  Although 
I  want  to  compliment  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Georgia,  and  also  the  distin¬ 
guished  ranking  minority  member,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Colorado,  upon  the  work  they  have 
done  to  help  tighten  the>  present  act,  my 
opinion  is,  nevertheless,  that  if  we  are  to  get 
protection,  we  must  get  it  through  legisla¬ 
tion,  ^not  through  dependence  upon  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  State  to  administer  the  laws  which 
Congress  writes  for  him  to  administer. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  discussion  re¬ 
ferred  particularly  to  the  invocation  of 
section  22  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act,  provided  for  in  section  8  (a)  of 
H.  R.  1612,  as,a  procedure  to  be  followed 
by  the  Tariff  Commission  in  investiga¬ 
tion  of  imports  endangering  domestic, 
price-supported  production. 

The  senior  Senator  from  Georgia  was 
of  the  opinion,  as  shown  on  page  5636, 
column/2  of  the  May  21  Record,  that  by 
invocation  of  section  22  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  a  “mandatory  re¬ 
quirement  is  placed  upon  the  President.” 

L  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  ob¬ 
servation  found  on  that  page  be  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point  as  a  part  of 
my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  matter 
referred  to  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

Mr.  George.  Section  22  requires  the  Pres¬ 
ident  to  act.  I  believe  if  the  Senator  will 
read  section  22  he  will  see  that  the  fullest 
power  is  there  given,  and  that  a  direct  and 
mandatory  requirement  is  placed  upon  the 
President.  At  least  that  is  my  understand¬ 
ing  of  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  in  a 
'further  colloquy  on  May  22,  on  page  5736, 
column  3  of  the  May  22  Record,  the  sen¬ 
ior  Senator  from  Georgia  clarified' the 
reference  to  section  22,  by  saying  that 
the  provisions  in  section  22  were  not 
mandatory,  unless  the  President  finds  the 
facts  as.  reported  to  him  by  the  Tariff 
Commission  are  true. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  that 
particular  statement  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  as  a  part  of  my 
remarks. 

There  being  Ap  objection,  the  matter 
referred  to  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

Mr.  George.  *  *  *  With  reference  to 

section  22,  I  wish  to  make  clear  precisely 
what  can  and  cannot  be  done  under  it  in 
view  of  the  amendment  striking  out  subsec¬ 
tion  (f)  of  section  22. 

If  the  fact  of  interference  by  imports  with 
a  program  of  price  support  is  shown — in 
other  words,  it  must  first  be  shown — the 
President  must  act  under  section  22. 

Under  section  22,  this  is  the  present  re¬ 
quirement — ■ 

“Whenever  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has 
reason  to  believe  that  any  article  or  articles 
are  being  or  are  practically  certain  to  be  im¬ 
ported  into  the  United  States  under  6uch 
conditions  and  in  such  quantities  aa  to  ren¬ 
der  or  tend  tq  render  ineffective,  or  ma¬ 
terially  interfere  with,  any  program  or  opera- 


1951 


6461 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


However,  we  felt,  as  I  stated  on  the, 
floor  to  the  distinguished  Senator  frojn 
Nebraska,  that  our  primary  responsi¬ 
bility  and  jurisdiction  were  ovey the 
trade-agreements  matter;  and  that  be¬ 
ing  so,  I  felt  free  to  suggest  than  if  the 
amendment  which  we  had  inserted  was 
not  entirely  effective  as  it  was  inserted 
in  the  bill,  section  22  nifght  well  be 
strengthened,  the  jurisdiction  of  section 
22,  of  course,  being  prmferly  in  another 
Senate  committee.  / 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  I  am  very  glad  the 
Senator  has  offered  the  amendment. 

Mr.  WHERRY;  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much.  That  was  the  spirit  in 
which  the  amendment  was  submitted. 

LABOR-FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1952 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  3709)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Labor, 
the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and  related 
independent  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
support  very  strongly  the  amendment 
submitted  by  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Lehman]  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Ferguson]. 
The  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  New  York  would  exempt  from  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  the  Public  Health  Service  hospitals, 
the  National  Institutes  of  Health,  the 
National  Heart  Institute,  the  National 
Cancer  Institute,  the  National  Mental 
Hygiene  Institute,  and  the  other  insti¬ 
tutes  and  services  now  being  carried  on 
by  the  Public  Health  Service. 

The  Senate  committee  has  already  cut 
by  5  percent  the  funds  for  personal  serv¬ 
ices  in  these  institutes.  As  we  know,  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan,  if  adopted,  would  cut  by  an  addi¬ 
tional  5  percent  the  funds  for  personal 
services  in  these  institutes. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE,  Does  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  agree  with  me  that,  in  view  of 
the  grave  threat  which  hangs  over  our 
country  and,  for  that  matter,  over  civili¬ 
zation  itself  in  these  dark  days  of  crisis, 
we  had  better  proceed  at  an  even  more 
rapid  rate,  rather  than  at  a  slower  rate, 
in  building  up  the  medical  and  health 
programs,  so  that  from  the  standpoint 
of  defense  alone  we  shall  be  in  the 
strongest  possible  position  to  take  care 
of  the  tens  of  thousands  of  wounded 
persons  whom  it  will  be  our  burden  to 
bear  if  an  all-out  war  should  occur  in 
the  immediate  future? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  for  the  very  wise  and  timely  ob¬ 
servation  he  has  just  made.  He  is  emi¬ 
nently  correct. 

Mr.  President,  in  this  country  we  have 
always  felt  that  we  had  unlimited  man¬ 
power.  The  truth  is,  however,  that  the 
facts  submitted  to  the  Appropriations 
Committee  show  that  today  employment 
in  the  United  States  is  higher  than  it 
was  at  its  peak  during  World  War  II. 
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The  distinguished  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  is  one  of  the  ablest  and  most  distin¬ 
guished  members  of  the  Armed  Services 
Committee.  As  he  well  knows,  we  have 
not  yet  filled  the  quota  for  our  Armed 
Forces.  We  have  not  yet  put  our  many 
plants  and  industries  into  full  produc¬ 
tion.  In  fact,  for  the  next  months  we 
are  going  to  be  busy  in  trying  to  find  the 
necessary  personnel  to  put  into  our 
plants  and  industries  in  order  that  we 
may  carry  forward  our  great  defense 
program  of  production. 

We  could  not  be  more  negligent  or 
more  wasteful  than  we  would  be  at  this 
time  if  we  were  to  disregard  the  com¬ 
pelling  need  for  doing  all  we  can  to  con¬ 
serve  our  manpower  and,  through  med¬ 
ical  research  and  medical  care,  rebuild 
and  bring  into  useful  service  and  useful 
occupations  all  possible  segments  of  our 
manpower. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  have  said,  the 
amendment  adopted  by  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  would  result  in  cutting 
by  5  percent  the  funds  for  these  per¬ 
sonal  services.  I  think  it  would  be  a  seri¬ 
ous  thing  now  to  bring  about  an  addi¬ 
tional  cut  of  approximately  5  percent,  as 
proposed  by  the  amendment  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Michigan. 

The  idea  seems  to  prevail  in  some 
quarters  that  these  personal  services  are 
being  rendered  primarily  or  usually  in 
administrative  work  or  in  what  might 
be  called  work  simply  to  check  on  what 
is  being  done  by  means  of  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  grants  to  hospitals  and  health 
institutions  throughout  the  country  for 
research  programs.  However,  that  idea 
is  entirely  erroneous. 

The  National  Cancer  Institute  was 
mentioned  earlier  in  the  debate.  When 
we  consider  that  Institute,  which  was 
created  by  Congress  as  an  agency  of 
the  Federal  Government,  we  find  that  it 
has  been  established  at  Bethesda,  Md. 
We  find  that  today  that  Institute  has  a 
personnel  of  678;  and  of  that  number, 
545  are  engaged  in  research  work.  Those 
545  are  scientists,  doctors,  or  technicians. 
All  of  them  are  engaged  in  research 
work,  in  attempting  to  find  the  cause  of 
cancer,  in  attempting  in  some  way  to 
prevent  cancer,  or  to  find  a  cure  for 
cancer.  Five  hundred  and  forty-five  of 
the  six  hundred  and  seventy-eight  are 
engaged  in  actual  research  work.  One 
hundred  persons  employed  in  the  Insti¬ 
tute  are  engaged  in  technical  assistance 
to  the  States.  This  technical  assistance 
to  the  States  provides  consultative  serv¬ 
ices  in  the  organization  and  operation 
of  State-wide  cancer-control  programs, 
including  the  development  and  demon¬ 
stration  of  improved  methods  for  the 
early  diagnosis  of  cancer  and  the  in¬ 
vestigation  of  occupational  conditions 
which  may  cause  cancer.  As  we  know, 
in  most  instances,  if  cancer  can  be  dis¬ 
covered  in  its  early  stages,  it  can  either 
be  removed  by  the  surgeon’s  knife  or 
burned  out  through  the  use  of  the  X-ray 
or  of  radium,  and  the  patient  can  be 
cured.  The  insidious  thing  about  cancer 
is  that  it  causes  no  pain  to  the  sufferer 
until  the  disease  has  reached  its  later 
stages,  when  it  is  only  too  often  impos¬ 
sible  to  remove  the  cancerous  tissue  or 
to  effect  a  cure. 


The  program  of  technical  assistance 
provides  a  total  of  100  workers  in  the  48 
States.  If  we  add  to  the  48  States  the 
District  of  Columbia  and  the  Territories 
of  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico,  and  Hawaii,  we 
discover  that  we  really  have  less  than  2 
persons  for  each  of  the  48  States  of  the 
Union  who  are  to  assist  in  giving  tech¬ 
nical  assistance  in  this  vitally  important 
matter  of  cancer  research,  prevention, 
and  cure. 

Of  the  678  persons  employed  in  the 
Cancer  Institute,  we  find  that  11  are 
engaged  in  reviewing  personally  the  re¬ 
search  and  training  grants.  Those  11 
persons  keep  in  touch  with  institutions 
which  are  to  receive  Federal  grants,  par¬ 
ticularly  hospitals  and  research  institu¬ 
tions  throughout  the  country,  and  con¬ 
stantly  review  this  work  to  make  sure 
that  the  research  is  going  forward  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  intent  and  purpose  in 
making  the  grants,  and  also  to  correlate 
and  integrate  the  work  which  is  being 
done  throughout  the  country  in  the 
many  different  research  hospitals  and 
institutions.  Of  the  678  persons  em¬ 
ployed  in  the  National  Cancer  Institute, 
but  22  are  engaged  in  administrative 
work.  This  means  that  656  of  the  678 
are  entirely  dissociated  from  adminis¬ 
trative  work,  in  connection  with  this 
important  field  of  research. 

Mr.  President,  cancer  is  now  the  No. 
2  killer  of  our  people.  Only  cardiac, 
vascular,  and  renal  diseases  cause  a 
greater  number  of  deaths  than  cancer. 
In  1949,  one  in  every  47  people,  who  died 
in  the  United  States,  died  of  cancer. 
Twenty-two  million  of  the  people  now 
living  in  the  United  States  will  die  of 
cancer,  unless  new  treatments,  cures,  or 
preventive  measures  are  found.  Almost 
2V2  times  as  many  people  in  the  United 
States  died  of  cancer  during  World  War 
II  as  were  killed  in  action  in  the  Armed 
Forces.  In  a  recent  Nation-wide  poll,  it 
was  found  that  82  percent  of  the  people 
who  were  questioned  said  they  believed 
that  $200,000,000  should  be  spent  by  the 
Government  for  cancer  research.  In 
this  bill,  we  are  providing  something  less 
than  $19,000,000. 

It  has  been  a  long  time  since  I  have 
heard  any  testimony  more  encouraging 
than  that  given  before  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  of  the  Appropriations  Committee  on 
the  subject  of  research  work,  and  the  re¬ 
sults  which  are  coming  from  it.  Dr. 
Rhoads,  head  of  the  great  Memorial  Can¬ 
cer  Center,  in  New  York  City,  told  us  a 
most  interesting  and  fascinating  story  of 
a  machine  which  had  been  developed  in 
the  immediate  past,  and  which  takes  a 
photograph  showing  cancerous  cells  in 
contradistinction  to  normal  cells.  As  he 
said,  if  all  the  women  who  pass  through 
the  Grand  Central  Station  in  New  York 
in  1  day  were  examined,  it  would  be  dis¬ 
covered  that  1  out  of  every  320  was 
suffering  from  some  form  of  cancer  of 
the  womb.  If  those  women  were  ex¬ 
amined  according  to  the  only  methods 
available  prior  to  the  invention  of  this 
machine,  each  of  them  would  be  required 
to  go  to  a  hospital,  to  be  anesthetized  and 
to  have  a  minor  surgical  operation,  after 
which  the  slides  containing  the  tissue  re¬ 
moved  in  the  course  of  the  operation 
would  have  to  be  examined  by  a  pathol¬ 


ogist.  It  would  require  one  pathologist 
to  work  more  than  1  month  in  order  to 
examine  the  slides  of  women  suffering 
from  cancer,  who  in  1  day’s  time  passed 
through  the  Grand  Central  Station.  As 
Dr.  Rhoads  said,  even  if  all  the  women 
were  willing  to  go  to  a  hospital  and  un¬ 
dergo  the  operation  and  subject  them¬ 
selves  to  the  examination,  there  would 
not  be  a  sufficient  number  of  pathologists 
available  in  the  country  to  make  the  ex¬ 
aminations.  It  is  impossible  to  make 
these  examinations  today,  for  no  other 
reason  than  the  sore  lack  of  pathologists. 

Mr.  President,  the  new  cancer-detect¬ 
ing  machine  which  has  resulted  from  the 
research  for  which  we  are  pleading  this 
afternoon  makes  it  possible  for  all  those 
examinations  to  be  made  in  1  day.  It  re¬ 
quires  no  hospitalization  of  the  women, 
no  anaesthesia,  no  surgical  operation,  no 
huge  expense.  The  machine  takes  the 
picture,  and,  if  cancerous  tissues  are 
present,  they  show  up  in  the  picture. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Washington. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  am  sure  the  Sen¬ 
ator  will  find  that  the  development  of 
that  one  machine,  constituting  a  great 
advance  in  the  detection  of  cancer,  and 
which  is  the  real  answer  until  we  find 
an  absolute  cure  for  cancer,  came  as  the 
result  of  the  appropriation  of  funds 
which  the  Congress  has  appropriated, 
niggardly  though  they  may  be,  to  insti¬ 
tutions  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  and 
improving  the  health  of  the  people. 

Mr.  HILL.  I  am  sure  that,  without 
the  funds,  the  encouragement,  and  the 
inspiration  which  the  Government  has 
given  in  the  matter  of  cancer  research, 
we  would  not  have  this  machine  today. 
Forty  years  ago  the  No.  1  killer  in  the 
United  States  was  tuberculosis;  more 
people  died  from  tuberculosis  in  this 
country  than  from  any  other  cause. 
Today  that  is  not  true.  Tuberculosis,  as 
a  killer,  has  now  fallen  into  about  ninth 
place.  Why?  Because  of  the  X-ray 
machine;  because  pictures  are  made  in 
the  incipient  stages  of  the  disease,  mak¬ 
ing  it  possible  through  prompt  treatment 
to  effect  a  cure.  What  the  X-ray  ma¬ 
chine  has  done  in  connection  with  the 
treatment  of  tuberculosis,  the  new  ma¬ 
chine  which  I  have  described  promises  to 
do  in  the  field  of  cancer. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
New  York. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  won¬ 
der  whether  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
knows  that  at  the  fourth  assembly  of  the 
World  Health  Conference,  which  I  at¬ 
tended  recently  as  a  delegate,  Surgeon 
General  Scheele  was  compelled  by  unan¬ 
imous  vote  to  assume  the  presidency  of 
that  organization  and  to  take  leadership 
in  the  world  in  connection  with  these 
matters. 

Mr.  HILL.  That  is  correct  and  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  New  York  for  bringing 
it  to  the  attention  of  the  Senate.  I 
doubt  if  anywhere  in  the  world  we  can 
find  men  who  are  more  devoted  or  who 
are  making  a  greater  contribution  to  the 
welfare  of  mankind  than  are  those  in  the 
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United  States  Public  Health  Service. 
The  Senator  from  New  York  has  recent* 
ly  returned  from  the  great  World  Health' 
Conference,  and  he  comes  to  us  today 
bearing  testimony  of  the  esteem  and  the 
appreciation  in  which  the  United  States 
Public  Health  Service  is  held  around  the 
world. 

Mr.  President,  the  hour  is  late - 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  As  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  knows,  I  have  been  active 
in  this  matter  for  a  long  time.  I  was  one 
of  the  sponsors  of  the  bill  to  establish 
the  Institute.  Cancer  is  a  disease  which 
has  killed  more  persons  than  have  all  the 
wars  combined.  Each  year  we  have 
spent  less  money  on  the  cure  of  that 
disease  than  the  cost  of  building  one 
heavy  cruiser. 

Mr.  HILL.  Let  me  say  to  my  friend 
that  we  got  the  atomic  bomb  because  we 
were  willing  to  spend  some  $2,000,- 
000,000  in  order  to  get  it.  It  was  not 
a  question  whether  we  could  afford  to 
spend  the  money  for  the  bomb.  The 
proposition  was  that  we  could  not  afford 
not  to  have  it.  Where  would  we  be  today 
if  we  did  not  have  that  bomb?  It  is  not 
a  question  of  spending  these  relatively 
paltry  sums  of  money  for  health  serv¬ 
ices;  it  is  a  question  of  not  being  able  to 
afford  not  to  spend  them.  We  must  go 
forward  with  the  research  into  the  causes 
and  treatment  of  diseases. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield.  \ 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  irony  of  the  mat¬ 
ter  is  that,  in  spite  of  the  small  amount 
we  appropriate  because  of  the  economic 
circumstances  of  the  moment,  the  re¬ 
searchers  do  so  well.  The  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee,  as  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  knows,  would  have  been  willing 
to  give  them  more  money,  but  neither 
the  Senator  from  Alabama,  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico,  nor  the  other  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee  felt  that  under  the 
circumstances  we  should  do  so.  That  is 
one  of  the  reasons  why  I  object  strenu¬ 
ously  to  a  cut  of  10  percent  on  personnel 
for  this  noble  and  laudable  work  for 
humanity.  It  is  not  for  destruction;  it 
is  not  to  kill  people;  it  is  not  to  wound 
people;  it  is  to  help  them.  It  is  for  the 
common  weal. 

Mr.  HILL.  The  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  is  absolutely  right-  about  that. 
He  is  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  that 
handles  the  bills  which  carry  these  funds, 
and  he  has  spent  many  a  long  hour, 
many  a  long  day,  and  many  a  long  week 
listening  to  testimony  and  endeavoring 
to  get  the  facts,  giving  his  devoted  inter¬ 
est  to  the  subject,  so  that  he  might  come 
to  the  floor  prepared  to  let  the  Senate 
know  how  necessary  and  important  it  is 
to  provide  these  funds.  I  pay  my  tribute 
to  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico,  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  for  his 
untiring  work,  for  his  great  devotion,  and 
for  all  his  efforts  in  behalf  of  obtaining 
funds  for  this  great  research  work  in 
connection  with  the  prevention  and  cure 
of  diseases.  Again  and  again  he  has 
demonstrated  the  humanitarian  motives 
which  actuate  him. 


Mr.  President,  I  shall  not  delay  the 
Senate  longer  at  this  time.  It  is  evident 
that  at  this  late  hour  tliere  will  not  be  a 
vote,  but  I  did  not  want  the  session  to 
come  to  a  close  without  placing  in  the 
Record  these  facts,  and  emphasizing 
that  of  the  678  persons  employed  in  the 
National  Institute  of  Health  only  22  are 
engaged  in  administrative  work,  while 
656  of  them  are  engaged  in  the  most 
vital  and  important  work  of  research. 

Mr.  McMAHON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McMAHON.  Has  the  Senator  had 
an  opportunity  to  read  the  editorial  in 
the  New  York  Herald  Tribune  of  today, 
entitled  “Mr.  Acheson’s  Defense,”  which 
I  understand  the  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Lehman]  put  into  the  Record? 
If  he  has  not  done  so,  I  suggest  that  he 
be  sure  to  read  it.  I  would  commend  it 
to  the  attention  of  every  Senator,  be¬ 
cause  it  summarizes  concisely  the  story 
of  Mr.  Acheson’s  testimony  before  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee.  I  par¬ 
ticularly  commend  it  to  the  senior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Taft],  who  made  a 
statement  to  the  press  today  which,  of 
course,  is  directly  controverted  by  the 
editorial  in  the  leading  Republican  news¬ 
paper  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield.  The  Senator 
from  New  York  inserted  the  editorial  in 
the  Record  earlier  today,  and  I  there¬ 
fore  yield  to  him  at  this  time. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
happy,  indeed,  to  place  the  editorial  in 
the  Record  this  morning.  I  am  grate¬ 
ful  to  the  Senator  from  Connecticut  for 
again  bringing  it  to  the  attention  of  this 
body.  I  want  to  say,  parenthetically, 
that  not  only  was  I  glad  and  proud  to 
place  the  editorial  in  the  Record,  but  I 
am  in  full  and  complete  agreement  with 
the  statements  made  in  it.  My  agree¬ 
ment  and  my  concurrence  were  due  to 
the  fact  that  I  have  followed  the  testi¬ 
mony  at  the  meetings  of  the  two  com¬ 
mittees  sitting  jointly,  and  in  the  press 
with  great  interest  and  with  great  in¬ 
dustry,  and  I  know  that  what  the  edito¬ 
rial  says  is  correct  and  accurate. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  am  extremely  happy 
that  the  Senator  from  New  York  in¬ 
serted  that  editorial  in  the  Record.  The 
only  observation  I  would  make  is  that, 
important  as  it  is  to  protect  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  in  my 
opinion  cures  for  cancer,  mental  illness, 
and  heart  disease  are  just  as  important. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield,  but  first  I  may  say 
there  has  been  no  Member  of  the  Senate 
who  has  been  more  devoted  and  more 
tireless  in  his  work  and  efforts  in  behalf 
of  all  our  health  institutes,  and  particu¬ 
larly  as  the  author  of  the  bill  to  establish 
a  National  Health  Institute,  than  the 
Senator  from  Washington.  He  has 
always  been  on  the  battleline  waging  the 
fight  for  this  great  research  work  and 
for  these  institutes  in  an  effort  to  defeat 
these  dread  diseases. 


I  now  yield  to  my  friend  from  Wash¬ 
ington. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  appreciate  what 
the  Senator  has  said. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  can  yield  only  for  a  question. 
Other  Senators  on  the  floor  have  been 
waiting  an  opportunity  to  be  recognized. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  If  the  Senator 
from  Nevada  [Mr.  Malone],  who,  I  un¬ 
derstand,  desires  the  floor,  will  let  us 
finish,  I  am  sure  he  will  be  recognized. 

Mi'.  MALONE.  I  am  going  to  wait. 
The  Senator  need  not  worry  about  that. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
appreciate  the  remarks  of  the  Senator 
from  Alabama.  I  only  hope  all  our  ef¬ 
forts  will  not  have  been  in  vain. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  to  go  to  New 
York  City  to  address  a  Maritime  Day 
gathering  on  Monday,  but  hope  to  re¬ 
turn  in  time  to  be  present  when  the  vote 
is  had  on  the  bill.  I  want  the  Record 
to  show  that  I  associate  myself,  of  course, 
completely — leaving  out  the  last  remarks 
of  the  Senator  from  Alabama — with  the 
objectives  of  the  Lehman  amendment 
and  with  what  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  has  said.  I  appreciate  his  remarks 
very  much. 

Mr.  HILL.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Washington. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  at  an 
earlier  period  this  afternoon  I  had  in¬ 
tended  to  offer  en  bloc  a  group  of  12 
amendments  which  would  have  had  the 
effect  of  reducing  appropriations  by  a 
total  of  about  $2,200,000.  These  amend¬ 
ments  were  part  of  a  series  of  21  that  I 
had  intended  to  submit.  My  amend¬ 
ment  lettered  B  has  already  been  ac¬ 
cepted  by  the  Senate  and  my  amend¬ 
ment  lettered  A  was  replaced  by  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]  which  the 
Senate  has  also  accepted.  It  is  my  un¬ 
derstanding  that  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez], 
was  willing  to  accept  these  amendments 
en  bloc,  but  that  upon  objection  by  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  this  was  not 
done. 

The  Senator  from  Michigan  then  ob¬ 
tained  recognition  for  the  submission  of 
his  amendment  providing  for  a  further 
5  percent  reduction  in  personal  services, 
and  that  amendment,  together  with  the 
Lehman  amendment  to  his  amendment, 
now  constitute  the  question  before  the 
Senate. 

I  should  like  to  call  the  attention  of 
the  Senate  to  amendments  lettered  C, 
D,  E,  F,  G,  H,  J,  N,  P,  Q,  R,  and  S.  I  ask 
that  these  amendments  may  be  printed 
at  this  point  in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  amend¬ 
ments  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

On  page  4,  line  5,  strike  out  “$2,578,682’* 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$2,423,000.” 

On  page  4,  line  20,  strike  out  “$5,245,959” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$4,635,500.” 

On  page  4,  lines  20  and  21,  strike  out  “$1,- 
613,765”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$743,500.” 

On  page  9,  line  7,  strike  out  “$5,371,352” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$5,243,000.” 

On  page  9,  line  16,  strike  out  “$1,125,000” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$1,000,000.” 

On  page  10,  line  11,  strike  out  “$8,365,304” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$8,000,000.” 
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On  page  12,  line  7,  strike  out  “$5,172,975’* 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$5,000,000.” 

On  page  15,  line  20,  strike  “$3,397,706”  and 
Insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$3,253,000.” 

On  page  23,  line  19,  strike  out  ‘‘$1,166,465’* 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$1,100,000.” 

On  page  33,  line  15,  strike  out  “$2,150,000’* 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$2,050,000.” 

On  page  34,  line  12,  strike  out  ‘‘$396,478’* 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$372,000.” 

On  page  31,  line  5,  strike  out  “$1,600,000” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$1,463,400." 

On  page  31,  line  13,  strike  out  “$1,500,000” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$1,450,000.” 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  point  out  that  these  proposals 
call  for  a  reduction  in  appropriations  of 
$155,000  from  the  funds  for  salaries  and 
expenses  for  the  Bureau  of  Apprentice¬ 
ship;  $610,000  from  the  appropriation 
for  the  employment  work  of  the  Bureau 
of  Employment  Security;  $128,000  from 
the  funds  for  salaries  and  expenses  of 
the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics;  $125,000 
from  the  appropriation  for  the  Con¬ 
sumers’  Price  Index;  $365,000  from  funds 
for  salaries  and  expenses  of  the  Wage 
and  Hour  Division;  $173,000  from  the 
appropriation  for  the  Food  and  Drug 
Administration;  $145,000  from  funds  for 
salaries  and  expenses  in  the  Office  of 
Education;  $66,000  from  funds  for  sal¬ 
aries  and  expenses  for  hospital-construc¬ 
tion  services;  $100,000  from  funds  for 
salaries  in  the  office  of  the  Federal  Secu¬ 
rity  Administrator;  $24,000  from  the  ap¬ 
propriation  for  the  office  of  the  General 
Counsel  of  the  Federal  Security  Admin¬ 
istration;  $137,000  from  the  salaries  and 
expenses  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Assist¬ 
ance;  and  $50,000  from  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses  for  the  Children’s  Bureau. 

Mr.  President,  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  was 
willing  at  an  earlier  period  in  the  after¬ 
noon  to  accept  these  amendments  en 
bloc,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Michigan  has 
submitted  an  amendment,  I  hope  the 
two  Senators  will  be  willing  to  incor¬ 
porate  these  reductions  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  proposed  by  the  Senator  from 
Michigan.  They  are  not  in  contradic¬ 
tion  or  in  opposition  in  any  way  to  the 
reduction  which  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  proposes.  These  reductions 
which  I  suggest  are  for  total  appropria¬ 
tions  for  specific  items.  The  personnel 
reductions  proposed  by  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  can  still  take  effect.  So 
I  hope  very  much  that  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  will  accept  these  amendments 
as  a  portion  of  his  amendment. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  at  the 
time  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
made  the  suggestion  to  the  Senator 
Illinois  that  he  was  willing  to  accept 
his  amendments  en  bloc,  he  was  under 
the  impression  that  both  the  economy- 
minded  Senator  from  Illinois  and  the 
economy-minded  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  were  in  accord.  But  inasmuch  as 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  did  not 
seem  to  be  in  accord  with  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  and  objected,  I  cannot  at 
this  particular  time  accept  those 
amendments. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  sure  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Michigan,  upon  reflection,  will 
now  agree  to  this  proposal. 


Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  Senator  from 
Michigan  would  like  to  make  an  inquiry 
of  the  Senator  from  Illinois,  who  has 
the  floor,  I  believe. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  will  yield  for  a 
question. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  My  question  is 
whether  the  amounts  represented  by  the 
Senator’s  amendments  are  not  for  per¬ 
sonnel  items? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  They  are  not  only  for 
salaries  but  also  for  expenses.  That  is, 
they  are  the  total  salaries  and  expenses 
for  the  agencies  involved,  whereas  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  is  addressed  purely  to  salaries.  Mine 
is  a  proposal  to  reduce  not  only  money 
for  personnel,  but  also  other  expendi¬ 
tures  such  as  transportation,  printing, 
travel,  and  so  on. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  should  be  glad  to 
look  over  the  amendments  and  see 
whether  they  are  in  any  way  in  conflict 
with  my  amendment.  We  discovered  in 
connection  with  one  item  that  an 
amendment  would  be  in  the  third  de¬ 
gree,  and  therefore  would  not  lie. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  At  this  particular 
time  I  do  not  feel  that  I  could  allow  these 
amendments  to  come  in,  since  their 
adoption  would  possibly  make  of  my 
amendment  an  amendment  in  the  third 
degree  and  out  of  order,  and  would  shut 
off  this  10  percent  cut  in  personnel. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  may  say  that  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  has  been  ruled  to  be  an  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  first  degree.  The  Lehman 
amendment  has  been  ruled  to  be  an 
amendment  in  the  second  degree,  and 
therefore  is  appropriate.  My  amend¬ 
ments  would  also  be  amendments  in  the 
second  degree.  They  are  not  in  conflict 
with  the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Michigan,  but  they  impose  cuts  for  both 
salaries  and  expenses  of  the  bureaus,  and 
not  merely  cuts  in  personal  services. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  May  I  make  a  sugges¬ 
tion  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois?  Sev¬ 
eral  Senators,  some  of  whom  are  in  ac¬ 
cord  with  the  proposals  of  the  Senator 
from  Illinois,  and  others  who  might  be 
against  them,  would  prefer  that  the 
Senator  have  the  amendments  printed. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  They  are  all  printed. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  So  that  they  can  have 
them  before  them  and  examine  them 
then  and  consider  them  the  next  time 
the  Senate  meets. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  They  are  all  printed 
and  are  on  the  desks  of  all  Senators. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes;  but  it  happens 
that  the  Senators  are  not  here,  and  have 
gone  away. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  no  fault  of 
the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That,  of  course,  is  not 
the  fault  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois, 
but  they  were  here  probably  some  times 
when  the  Senator  from  Illinois  was  not. 
All  I  am  asking  is  that  we  have  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  examine  the  amendments. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  not  asking  for 
a  vote  on  them  today.  I  am  merely  ask¬ 
ing  the  Senator  from  Michigan  to  accept 
these  amendments  as  a  portion  of  his 
amendment,  so  as  to  make  a  reduction 
not  merely  in  salaries,  as  provided  by  the 


Senator  from  Michigan,  but  in  salaries 
plus  expenses,  and  in  some  of  these 
cases  the  cuts,  even  for  personnel,  would 
be  more  drastic. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  want  a  little  time 
to  look  them  over.  I  do  not  want  to 
put  myself  in  the  position  to  kill  the 
amendment  providing  for  a  10-percent 
personal-services  reduction.  I  may  tell 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  that  I  share  his 
views  on  this  point  of  economy.  It  is  my 
present  intention  to  vote  for  his  amend¬ 
ments.  But  I  do  not  want  to  place  them 
on  the  amendment  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  has  put  into  the  hopper,  which 
is  ready  to  be  voted  upon,  and  then  to 
find  that  the  amendments  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  have  in  some  way  af¬ 
fected  the  philosophy  of  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Michigan  to  make 
an  over-all  cut  of  personnel. 

As  I  understand,  we  are  not  going  to 
vote  this  evening.  The  Senator  has 
placed  these  amendments  in  the  Record. 
Tomorrow  I  shall  examine  each  one  of 
them.  I  have  in  mind  that  I  should  like 
to  accept  them,  but  I  do  not  want  to  do 
violence  to  the  proposal  for  an  over-all 
cut. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  very  fine. 
The  amendments  will  be  in  the  Record, 
and  I  hope  they  can  be  accepted. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  certainly  will  ex¬ 
amine  them,  and  see  what  I  can  do  with 
them. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  we 
have  reached  a  parliamentary  low- 
pressure  point,  or  a  parliamentary  vac¬ 
uum.  There  seems  to  have  been  a  gen¬ 
eral  exodus  from  the  Chamber  after  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  McFarland] 
was  unable  to  obtain  a  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  agreement.  I  hope  very  much  that 
we  will  not  postpone  consideration  of 
this  measure  until  Monday. 

amendment  to  cut  number  of  new 

AUTOMOBILES  IN  HALF 

I  have  another  amendment,  with 
which  I  think  nearly  all  Senators  will 
agree,  namely,  a  proposal  to  reduce  the 
number  of  automobiles  purchased  by 
Government  agencies.  If  Senators  who 
are  present  will  turn  to  my  amendment 
lettered  “T,”  as  printed,  they  will  see  the 
proposal. 

This  is  a  proposal  to  cut  in  half  the 
number  of  automobiles  provided  by  the 
House  for  replacement  purposes.  It  is 
a  sort  of  Jensen  amendment  applied  to 
automobiles. 

Mr.  WHERRY.'  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Let  me  finish.  It 
is  a  sort  of  Jensen  amendment  proposed 
for  automobiles,  namely,  instead  of  re¬ 
placing  every  worn-out  automobile,  to 
replace  only  half  the  automobiles  worn 
out,  and  allow  the  number  of  automo¬ 
biles  to  be  diminished  by  a  process  of 
attrition,  whereas  the  Jensen  amend¬ 
ment  is  a  proposal  to  allow  the  number 
of  personnel  to  diminish  by  a  process  of 
attrition. 

There  as  a  further  proposal,  that  no 
net  additions  to  the  automobile  popula¬ 
tion  shall  be  authorized.  So  these  two 
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provisions,  taken  together,  would  reduce 
the  total  number  of  automobiles  pur¬ 
chased  by  79,  and  would  effect  econo¬ 
mies,  I  think,  totaling  approximately 
$100,000. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  without 
any  commitment  whatsoever  on  the  part 
of  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  I 
will  say  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois  that 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  is  in¬ 
clined  at  least  to  be  sympathetic  toward 
the  idea. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Would  it  not  be  fine  if 
we  could  crystallize  this  apparent  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  proposal  into  legisaltive 
sanction  at  this  moment,  so  that  instead 
of  being  paid  with  good  will  and  gen¬ 
erosity,  to  be  cashed  in  at  some  future 
date,  we  could  eliminate  the  79  automo¬ 
biles  now?  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  we  suspend  the  pres¬ 
ent  order  of  business  and  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  my  amendment  lettered 

<<fji  » 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
for  a  question. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  have  a  great  deal 
of  sympathy  with  the  amendment  to  re¬ 
duce  the  number  of  automobiles.  The 
Senator  from  Michigan  and  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Bridges] 
have  proposed  that  a  certain  number  of 
chauffeurs  be  eliminated. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  This  is  a  proposal  to 
reduce  ~the  number  of  automobiles. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  It  is  in  line  with 
the  reduction  in  the  number  of  chauf¬ 
feurs. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  This  is  Castor  to  the 
Senator’s  Pollux;  Damon  to  his  Pythias; 
Roland  to  his  Oliver. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  can¬ 
not  agree  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan  at  the  moment,  be¬ 
cause  I  wish  to  see  whether  it  would  dis¬ 
pense  with  a  number  of  passengers. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  First  we  want  to 
reduce  the  number  of  prospective  pas¬ 
sengers  by  10  percent.  Then  we  get  rid 
of  the  chauffeurs  and  the  drivers  of  the 
cars,  and  finally  we  get  rid  of  the  cars. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Not  all  the  cars.  We 
would  allow  the  total  number  of  cars  to 
diminish  through  failure  to  replace  all 
those  that  are  worn  out.  In  other 
words,  we  go  on  the  assumption  that  the 
avoirdupois  of  the  transportation  system 
of  the  Government  is  somewhat  over¬ 
developed.  A  “faX  boy’s”  diet  would  be 
extremely  good  to  reduce  the  number  of 
automobiles. 

Will  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  be 
kind  enough  to  interpose  no  objection 
to  this  amendment,  and  accept  it? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No.  Between  now  and 
Monday  I  wish  to  study  the  question  of 
passengers. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  disappoints  me.  At  first  I 
thought  he  was  going  to  accept  the  pro¬ 
posal. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  my  amendment  lettered  “T” 


printed  in  the  Recqrd  at  this  point  as  a 
part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  amend¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

On  page  2,  line  7,  strike  out  “two”  and 
Insert  in  lieu  thereof  “one.” 

On  page  11,  line  23,  strike  out  “seven” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “one.” 

On  page  20,  line  6,  strike  out  “twenty” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “seven.” 

On  page  21,  line  1,  strike  out  “ten”  and 
Insert  in  lieu  thereof  “five.” 

On  page  21,  line  11,  strike  out  “thirty” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “ten.” 

On  page  21,  lines  23  and  24,  and  on  page 
22,  in  line  1,  strike  out  “eleven  passenger 
motor  vehicles,  of  which  nine  shall  be  for 
replacement  only”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“four  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replace¬ 
ment  only.” 

On  page  23,  line  18,  strike  out  “three  pas¬ 
senger  motor  vehicles”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “one  passenger  motor  vehicle.” 

I  On  page  24,  line  2,  strike  out  “fifteen”  and 
Insert  in  lieu  thereof  “nine.” 

On  page  24,  lines  19  and  20,  strike  out 
“twelve  passenger  motor  vehicles  of  which 
ten  shall  be  for  replacement  only”  and  in¬ 
sert  in  lieu  thereof  “five  passenger  motor 
vehicles  for  replacement  only.” 

On  page  25,  line  2,  strike  out  “six”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “three.” 

On  page  25,  line  18,  strike  out  “six”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “two.” 

On  page  26,  line  10,  str^e  out  “two  pas¬ 
senger  motor  vehicles”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “one  passenger  motor  vehicle.” 

On  page  29,  lines  1  and  2,  strike  out  “two 
passenger  motor  vehicles”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “one  passenger  motor  vehicle.” 

On  page  29,  line  8,  strike  out  “three  pas¬ 
senger  motor  vehicles”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “one  passenger  motor  vehicle.” 

On  page  30,  line  5,  strike  out  “four”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “two.” 

3L. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  an¬ 
other  amendment  which  I  had  intended 
to  offer - 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  previous  amendment? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  have  many  other 
amendments  which  I  hope  to  offer,  but 
because  of  the  low-pressure  situation  in 
the  Chamber,  I  have  been  unable  to 
offer  them. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes,  indeed. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  was  about  to  ask  if 
the  amendment  applied  to  automobiles 
in  the  military  as  well  as  automobiles  in 
other  Government  agencies. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  No.  This  amend¬ 
ment  relates  merely  to  the  bill  before 
us. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  intend,  if  the  amendment  is 
adopted  in  connection  with  this  bill,  to 
continue  the  effort? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes.  This  is  a  line  of 
conduct  which  I  have  laid  down  for  my¬ 
self,  and  to  which  I  hope  to  hew  in  the 
future. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  Senator  in¬ 
tend  to  offer  the  same  amendment  in 
connection  with  the  military  bills? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  a  more  diffi¬ 
cult  question.  I  intend  to  offer  it  at 
least  in  connection  with  the  civil  bills. 
I  shall  probably  offer  a  similar  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  defense  appropriation  bill, 
although  I  have  not  studied  the  degree 
of  the  cut  to  propose. 


Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  Senator 
know  how  many  automobiles  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  owns  today? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  have  heard  various 
estimates.  I  should  be  very  glad  to  have 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  state  his  idea 
and  see  whether  his  understanding 
agrees  with  mine. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  do  not  know  what 
the  Senator’s  understanding  is,  but  I 
have  been  told  that  the  Government  has 
between  190,000  and  200,000  automobiles. 
However,  that  number  includes  the  auto¬ 
mobiles  in  the  military. 

I  think  the  Senator’s  statement  about 
cutting  down  the  number  of  drivers  and 
cars  is  fine;  but  what  I  should  like  to 
know  is  whether  or  not  this  amendment 
will  be  applicable  only  to  the  bill  before 
us,  or  whether  we  are  going  straight 
down  the  line.  I  am  not  talking  about 
the  automobiles  in  Korea.  I  am  talking 
about  automobiles  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  is  the  intention  of 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  to  offer  identical 
amendments  to  all  the  civil  appropria¬ 
tion  bills. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  But  not  to  the  mili¬ 
tary  bills? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  When  we  come  to  the 
military  bills,  that  question  must  be  han¬ 
dled  very  carefully,  because  there  is  the 
problem  of  distinguishing  between  joy 
rides  for  the  brass  and  efficiency  for  the 
combat  forces.  I  think  there  are  too 
many  joy  rides  for  the  brass. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  ordinary  soldier 
does  not  have  an  automobile.  It  is  all 
brass,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Of  course,  there  are 

J00pg 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  not  talking 
about  jeeps.  I  am  talking  about  pas¬ 
senger  automobiles. 

The  reason  I  raise  the  question  is  this : 
We  are  talking  about  some  of  the  small 
orders.  Seventy-nine  automobiles  are 
peanuts  as  compared  with  200,000  auto¬ 
mobiles.  I  am  in  sympathy  with  the 
idea,  but  if  we  are  to  make  a  start,  we 
should  carry  the  program  straight 
through. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Let  me  say  in  reply 
to  the  query  of  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  that  I  intend  to  try  to  reduce  the 
excessive  use  of  automobiles  in  the  mili¬ 
tary  agencies  as  well  as  in  the  civilian 
agencies.  If  an  amendment  to  accom¬ 
plish  that  purpose  can  be  properly 
drafted,  I  shall  be  very  glad  to  support  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Will  the  Senator  per¬ 
mit  me - 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Washington. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Let  me  finish. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  from 
Washington  has  been  on  his  feet  for 
some  time.  I  should  like  to  yield  to  him. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Will  the  Senator  per¬ 
mit  me  to  answer  the  last  observation, 
with  respect  to  excessive  use  of  automo¬ 
biles? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  For  some  time  I 
have  been  denying  my  good  friend  from 
Washington  the  privilege  of  asking  a 
question. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  a  simple  question  to  ask  the  Sena- 
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tor  from  Illinois.  If  he  is  going  to  start 
on  a  campaign  to  reduce  the  number  of 
automobiles,  I  will  say  that  so  far  as  the 
military  is  concerned,  there  are  no  pas¬ 
senger  automobiles  in  Korea.  They  are 
jeeps.  I  wonder  if  the  Senator  will  ap¬ 
ply  the  same  formula  to  the  reduction 
of  automobiles,  chauffeurs,  and  so  forth. 
In  connection  with  the  legislative  ap¬ 
propriation  bill. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  perfectly  ready 
to  do  so.  I  am  perfectly  ready  to  strike 
out  appropriations  for  automobiles  for 
the^  majority  leader  and  the  minority 
leader 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Let  me  say  that  I  am 
willing  to  vote  to  eliminate  those  auto¬ 
mobiles.  But  I  want  the  Senator  to  be 
consistent.  I  want  him  to  make  savings 
all  along  the  line.  I  want  him  to  come 
forward  with  an  amendment  reducing 
the  number  of  automobiles  in  the  Mili¬ 
tary  Establishment.  There  is  where  the 
abuse  lies,  if  there  is  any  abuse  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  use  of  automobiles.  Let 
us  see  what  the  Senator  will  do  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  ECA  and  other  appro¬ 
priations  for  which  he  has  been  voting 
100  percent.  Now  he  is  talking  about 
making  little  peanut  cuts  in  some  of  the 
other  appropriations. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  do  not  know  why 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  is  becoming 
so  exercised  in  this  matter.  I  thought 
he  was  a  zealous  seeker  after  economy. 
I  am  making  a  similar  effort. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am.  I  am  not  a 
demagogue,  either. 

Mi\  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  intend  to  apply  his  for¬ 
mula  for  the  reduction  of  expenditures 
to  our  spending  abroad? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes.  I  stated  ear¬ 
lier  in  the  afternoon  in  reply  to  a  ques¬ 
tion  from  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez],  I  believe,  that  I  would  not 
permit  him  to  put  me  over  a  barrel  on 
that  subject,  as  has  been  the  custom  at 
certain  times  in  the  past.  As  to  how 
much  the  reduction  should  be  will  have 
to  be  determined  by  existing  conditions. 
I  am  seeking  to  be  consistent.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska  may  doubt  that  that 
is  a  fact,  but  it  is,  nevertheless.  In  any 
event,  I  would  suggest  that  he  approve 
virtue  wherever  it  manifests  itself,  even 


though  he  may  doubt  how  far  that  virtue 
will  go. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  Senator  from  Il¬ 
linois  did  not  propose  any  cut  in  the 
ECA  appropriation  last  year,  did  he? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  No.  The  Senate  ap¬ 
propriations  committee  had  already 
made  a  cut  of  approximately  10  percent 
in  the  ECA  appropriation,  and  I  sup¬ 
ported  that  cut  which  I  considered  suf¬ 
ficient.  Then  I  supported  a  further  cut 
in  funds  for  point  4.  But  right  now  we 
are  considering  the  Labor  and  Federal 
Security  appropriation  bill,  and  I  think 
we  should  debate  the  issue  presently  be¬ 
fore  us. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  irre¬ 
spective  of  what  happened  last  year,  I 
wish  we  could  confine  our  discussion,  if 
possible,  to  the  pending  bill.  As  I  un¬ 
derstand,  no  more  than  79  automobiles 
could  be  cut  by  the  Senator’s  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  amendment  would 
not  apply  to  the  Navy,  the  Army,  or  Air 
Force? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  subject  is  not 
before  us.  I  thought  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  would  speak  to  the  issue,  but 
apparently  that  is  difficult. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  furthest  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  could  go  with  his 
amendment  would  be  that  he  would  try 
to  apply  the  same  pattern  to  the  other 
appropriation  bills.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  shall  try  to  be  con¬ 
sistent.  Am  I  to  understand  that  the 
amendment  has  been  accepted? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  receives  sympathy  today.  On 
Monday  it  may  be  accepted.  It  is  not  a 
promise,  however. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
another  amendment,  on  which  I  should 
like  to  make  an  adumbration. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  so  that  I  may  have 
printed  in  the  Record  a  chart  which  I 
know  will  be  of  interest  to  Senators  in 
connection  with  the  question  of  the  auto¬ 
mobiles  which  were  under  discussion?  It 
relates  to  chauffeurs  and  drivers  of  pas¬ 
senger  vehicles  which  were  operated  by 
the  Federal  Government  as  of  July  1, 

1950,  at  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year 

1951. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Does  it  refer  to  the 
pending  bill? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Yes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  It  also  refers  to  the 
Military  Establishment  in  Washington. 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Is  there  a  breakdown 
as  between  automobiles  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  and  Federal  Security 
Agency,  on  the  one  hand,  and  other 
departments? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object — and  I  do  not  intend 
to  object — may  I  ask  the  source  of  the 
chart? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  If  I  may  make  a 
statement,  it  would  explain  the  chart. 

Mr.  HILL.  The  Senator  has  asked 
unanimous  consent  to  insert  the  chart. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  chart  was  pre¬ 
pared  by  the  Joint  Committee  on  Reduc¬ 
tion  of  Nonessential  Federal  Expendi¬ 
tures,  and  will  be  a  part  of  its  forthcom¬ 
ing  report.  I  received  the  chart  from  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  who 
was  one  of  the  sponsors  of  the  10  percent 
amendment.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  chart  and  accompanying  state¬ 
ment  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  chart 
and  statement  were  ordered  to  be  print¬ 
ed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  By  Senator  Ferguson 

This  table  is  based  on  data  available  as 
of  July  1,  1950,  the  beginning  of  the  current 
fiscal  year.  I  notice  some  discrepancy  be¬ 
tween  its  totals  and  data  prepared  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  submitte'd  to  the 
Senate  Appropriations  Committee  by  the 
General  Services  Administrator  in  hearings 
on  the  independent  offices  appropriation  bill. 
X  assume  this  discrepancy  arises  from  some 
difference  in  base  dates,  since  the  Budget 
Bureau  information  was  not  dated. 

Incidentally,  I  wish  to  note  that  the  in¬ 
formation  for  the  Department  of  Defejnse  in¬ 
cludes  both  civilian  and  military  personnel 
assigned  as  drivers.  A  breakdown  between 
the  two  is  available  and  may  be  illustrated  by 
the  fact  that  full-time  chauffeurs  employed 
by  the  Department  of  the  Army  in  the  Wash¬ 
ington  military  district  include  16  civilians 
and  199  military. 

The  amendment  which  I  have  offered  is 
adapted  to  the  present  Labor-Federal  Secu¬ 
rity  bill.  I  wish  to  point  out  the  figures  for 
those  agencies. 

The  Department  of  Labor  has  nine  full¬ 
time  chauffeurs,  all  of  whom  are  in  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia,  and  one  part-time  chauf¬ 
feur,  also  in  the  District. 

The  Federal  Security  Agency  has  44  full¬ 
time  chauffeurs,  37  of  whom  are  in  Washing¬ 
ton  and  7  in  the  field.  It  has  100  part-time 
chauffeurs,  13  of  them  in  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  and  87  in  the  field. 

The  agency  also  has  1,082  vehicles  operated 
by  persons  not  employed  as  chauffeurs  and 
whose  duties  do  not  Include  those  of  motor- 
vehicle  drivers,  76  of  them  in  Washington, 
and  1,006  in  the  field. 


Chauffeurs  and  drivers  tor  passenger  motor  vehicles  owned  and  operated  hy  the  Federal  Government 


[Data  as  of  July  1,  1950  (beginning  of  fiscal  year  1951)] 


Agency 


Executive  departments  (except  National  Military  Establish¬ 
ments): 

Agriculture _ _ 

Commerce _ _ . 

Interior _ _ _ IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII™ . 

Justice . . . 

Labor... . "'”111111! 

Post  Office . . 

State . . . ! . 

Treasury . 


Number  full-time  chauffeurs  and 
other  employees  employed  as 
full-time  drivers 

Number  part-time  chauffeurs  and 
other  employees  who  serve  as 
part-time  drivers 

Number  vehicles  operated  by  per¬ 
sons  not  employed  as  chauffeurs 
and  whose  duties  do  not  include 
those  of  motor  vehicle  drivers 

In  District 

In  District 

In  District 

of  Columbia 

Infield 

Total 

of  Columbia 

Infield 

Total 

of  Columbia 

In  field 

Total 

area 

area 

area 

7 

7 

12 

12 

7 

4  IRQ 

4  196 

21 

4 

25 

7 

16 

23 

80 

l\  292 

1, 372 

9 

4 

13 

5 

273 

278 

71 

6,204 

6,275 

14 

14 

6 

• 

6 

8 

3,005 

3,013 

9 

9 

i 

1 

17 

13 

30 

i 

3 

4 

4 

41 

60 

4? 

60 

9 

80 

89 

7 

£72 

279 

38 

2,164 

2,202 

i 
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Chauffeurs  and  drivers  tor  passenger  motor  vehicles  owned  and  operated  by  the  Federal  Government— Continued 

[Data  as  of  July  1,  1950  (beginning  of  fiscal  year  1951)] 


Agency 

Number  full-time  chauffeurs  and 
other  employees  employed  as 
full-time  drivers 

Number  part-time  chauffeurs  and 
other  employees  who  serve  as 
part-time  drivers 

Number  vehicles  operated  by  per¬ 
sons  not  employed  as  chauffeurs 
and  whose  duties  do  not  include 
those  of  motor  vehicle  drivers 

In  District 
of  Columbia 
area 

In  field 

Total 

In  District 
of  Columbia 
area 

In  field 

Total 

In  District 
of  Columbia 
area 

In  field 

Total 

Executive  Office  of  the  President:  . 

Bureau  of  the  Budget . . . _ . 

3 

3 

2 

2 

National  Security  Council . . 

1 

1 

Council  of  Economic  Advisers _ 

2 

2 

Independent  agencies: 

Atomic  Energy  Commission _ _ 

8 

191 

199 

23 

4,  755 

4,778 

2 

Civil  Aeronautics  Board _ _ 

2 

2 

23 

23 

Civil  Service  Commission . . . . 

3 

3 

1 

Displaced  Persons  Commission . . . 

3 

3 

Economic  Cooperation  Administration . . 

12 

12 

Export-Import  Bank  of  Washington _ _ _ 

1 

1 

Federal  Communications  Commission . . 

1 

Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service . 

2 

2 

Federal  Power  Commission . .  . . . 

1 

1 

16 

16 

Federal  Reserve  System _ _ _ _ 

5 

5 

3 

3 

Federal  Security  Agency . . .  ■  . 

37 

7 

44 

13 

87 

100 

76 

1  OOfi 

Federal  Trade  Commission _ _ 

1 

1 

1 

1 

General  Accounting  Office.. . . . . . 

2 

2 

1 

General  Services  Administration  _  _ _ _ 

20 

1 

21 

3 

5 

g 

Government  Printing  Office _ _ _ _ 

2 

2 

2 

Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency _ 

13 

13 

4 

400 

406 

Interstate  Commerce  Commission  . . 

National  Advisory  Committee  for  Aeronautics _ 

1 

1 

2 

47 

National  Capital  Housing  Authority _ _  _ 

2 

National  Capital  Park  and  Planning  Commission . 

1 

1 

National  Gallery  of  Art.  .  .  ... . . 

3 

3 

National  Labor  Relations  Board . . . 

2 

2 

1 

1 

Office  of  the  Housing  Expediter .  _ 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Panama  Canal . . . 

2 

2 

Railroad  Retirement  Board..  ..  . 

2 

2 

Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation. . 

4 

4 

4 

90 

91 

Securities  and  Exchange  Commission . . 

1 

i 

2 

2 

Selective  Service  System _ _ 

4 

4 

1 

1 

90 

Smithsonian  Institution . . . . . 

1 

1 

1 

Tennessee  Valley  Authority . . . . . . . 

589 

5SQ 

Veterans’  Administration . . . 

18 

928 

946 

22 

395 

417 

15 

1, 131 

1, 146 

Total,  excluding  National  Military  Establishment 

239 

1, 180 

1,419 

140 

5,811 

5,  951 

325 

22,  034 

 22,  359 

National  Military  Establishment: 

Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense . .  . 

9 

9 

1 

1 

Department  of  the  Army.  . 

215 

2, 977 

3, 192 

4, 195 

4  195 

47 

9  795 

Q  759! 

Department  of  the  Air  Force . . 

167 

2,  ,571 

2;  738 

50 

3,374 

3^  424 

24 

1, 742 

l'  766 

Department  of  the  Navy . . 

174 

1/242 

1,416 

126 

3,209 

3,335 

in 

3,  401 

3,  512 

Total.  National  Militarv  Establishment . 

565 

6,790 

7,355 

177 

10, 778 

10,  955 

182 

14,  848 

15,  030 

Grand  total,  including  National  Military  Establishment. 

894 

/ 

7,970 

8,774 

317 

16,  589 

16,  906 

507 

36, 882 

37, 389 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  insert,  at  this 
point  in  my  remarks,  a  letter  to  me  from 
Mr.  Jess  Larson,  General  Services  Ad¬ 
ministrator,  in  response  to  an  inquiry  of 
"mine  relating  to  numbers,  costs,  and 
types  of  automobiles  purchased  for  civil¬ 
ian  agencies  during  fiscal  year  1950  and 
fiscal  year  1951  through  February  20, 
1951.  The  accompanying  table  shows 
that  over  one-fourth  of  these  automo¬ 
biles  purchased  are  of  the  medium-  and 
heavy-weight  class.  I  should  also  like 
to  insert  letters  and  a  similar  table  with 
respect  to  automobiles  purchased  by  the 
military  agencies,  and  an  article  appear¬ 
ing  in  the  Chicago  Daily  News  of  April 
9,  1951,  by  Edwin  A.  Lahey,  on  the  exten¬ 
sive  use  of  automobiles  by  the  Federal 
Government. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  material 
referred  to  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

General  Services  Administration, 

Washington,  D.  C.,  March  13,  1951. 
Hon.  Paul  H.  Douglas, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Douglas:  Reference  Is  made 
to  your  letter  dated  February  13,  1951,  in 
which  you  requested  the  General  Services 
Administration  to  furnish  you  with  infor¬ 
mation  relative  to  the  number  and  cost  of 
new  passenger  automobiles  purchased  by  the 
Federal  Government. 

The  attached  tabulation  has  been  pre¬ 
pared  covering  fiscal  years  1950  and  1951 
(through  February  20,  1951),  to  show  (1) 
the  total  number  and  cost  of  passenger  au¬ 
tomobiles  purchased  by  the  General  Services 
Administration,  (2)  the  average  cost  per  ve¬ 
hicle,  and  (3)  the  number  of  vehicles  pur¬ 
chased  and  the  average  cost  per  vehicle  by 


make,  body  style,  and  body  type.  The  aver¬ 
age  unit  costs  shown  in  the  tabulation  are 
based  on  average  f.  o.  b.  factory  prices  which 
are  exclusive  of  all  accessories  and  transpor¬ 
tation  charges.  Federal  excise  taxes  are  in¬ 
cluded.  This  base  figure  was  used  since  it 
offers  a  true  comparison  of  the  price  differ¬ 
ential  between  makes  body  styles,  and  body 
types. 

These  purchases  represents  the  require¬ 
ments  of  all  civilian  executive  agencies  of 
the  Government,  together  with  some  inci¬ 
dental  purchases  made  for  the  legislative 
and  judicial  branches  which  were  handled 
upon  request.  Pursuant  to  telephone  con¬ 
versation  with  Mr.  Wallace  of  your  office, 
arrangements  are  being  made  to  secure  and 
forward  similar  data  with  respect  to  pur¬ 
chases  made  by  the  military  agencies  as  soon 
as  possible. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Jess  Larson, 
Administrator. 
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Tabulation  showing  number  and  cost  of  passenger  automobiles  purchased  by  the  General  Services  Administration  during  fiscal  years  1950 

and  1951  (through  Feb.  20,  1951) 


[Note.— Prices  shown  are  f.  o.  b.  factory  and  are  exclusive  of  all  accessories  and  transportation  charges.  Prices  include  Federal  excise  tax] 


Make 

Body  stylo 

Body  type 

Fiscal  year  1950 

Fiscal  year  1951  (through 
Feb.  20,  1951) 

Number  of 
vehicles 

Average  unit 
.  cost 

Number  of 
vehicles 

Average  unit 
cost 

Typel  (lightweight):1 

Styleline . . . 

2-door  sedan . . . . 

112 

610 

21 

73 

329 

937 

31 

62 

16 

$1, 073.  60 

1, 109.  80 
1, 016. 40 

1,  530.  20 

1, 090. 00 

1, 125.  00 

1,  020.  00 

1,  775.  00 
1,  245.  00 

119 

330 

27 

31 

81 

493 

19 

18 

$1, 073.  60 
1, 109. 80 
1, 016. 40 
1, 530.  20 
1, 075. 00 
1, 110. 00 
1, 000. 00 
1,  550. 00 

. do . 

4-door  sedan _ 

pr»  . . . 

_  __.do._  . . . 

Coupe . . 

Dn  . . 

Standard . . 

Station  wagon . . 

Deluxe _ 

2-door  sedan  ..  . 

4-dnor  sedan  .  . 

_ do _ 

Coupe _ 

Pn  _  _ 

Custom _ 

Station  wagon  _ 

Special  deluxe _ 

4-door  sedan _ 

"  Do  _ 

Deluxe _ ^ _ 

Station  wagon 

16 

64 

1 

48 

19 

257 

33 

27 

X,  472.  00 
1, 323. 68 

1, 399. 95 
1, 399. 95 
1, 276, 84 
1, 332.  52 
1, 198. 12 
1, 733. 20 

Type  II  (medium  weight): 1 

Special _ 

2-door  sedan _  . 

1 

6 

32 

620 

116 

34 

1 

1, 399. 95 

1, 399. 95 

1,  276.  84 

1,  332.  52 

1, 198. 12 
1, 733. 20 

1, 627. 64 

Do  . . 

..  ..do . . . . 

4- door  sedan . . 

Streamliner _ 

2-door  sedan . 

Do  . 

Chieftain . . . 

4-door  sedan _ _ 

Do  . - . 

_ do . . . 

Coupe _ 

Do  . . 

Deluxe _ 

Station  wagon . . 

Type  III  (heavy  weight):  ‘ 

Roadmaster . . 

4-door  sedan 

Model  6219 . . 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2, 470. 40 

2,  897.  40 

3,  503. 00 
4, 038.  75 

Do  . . - . . 

Model  60-Special _ 

.  ...do.. _ _ 

Do  . . . . 

Model  75 . . . 

Limousine _ 

Crown  Imperial . - . . 

» Federal  specification  classifications: 


Fiscal  year  1950 

Fiscal  year  1951 
(through  Feb.  20, 
1951) 

Total  number  of  passenger  automobiles  purchased . . 

9  RQ1 

$3,  452,  224.  49 
$1, 194. 13 

1,576 
*1, 878, 194. 18 
$1, 191. 75 

Total  cost  of  passenger  automobiles  purchased _ . _ 

Average  cost  per  vehicle . . . . . . . 

General  Services  Administration, 

Washington,  D.  C.,  April  30,  1951. 
Hon.  Paul  H.  Douglas, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Douglas:  Reference  Is  made 
to  your  letter  dated  February  13,  1951,  In 
which,  you  requested  Information  relative  to 
the  number  and  cost  of  new  passenger  auto¬ 
mobiles  purchased  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  my  reply  dated  March  13,  1951, 
transmitting  a  tabulation  showing  purchases 
made  by  the  General  Services  Administra¬ 
tion. 

There  is  transmitted  herewith  the  letter 
received  from  the  Honorable  J.  D.  Small, 
Chairman,  Munitions  Board,  together  with  a 
tabulation  showing  similar  information  with 
respect  to  purchases  made  by  the  military 
agencies. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Jess  Larson,  Administrator. 


Department  of  Defense, 
t  Munitions  Board, 

Washington,  D.  C.,  April  10, 1951. 
Hon.  Jess  Larson, 

Administrator, 

General  Service  Administration. 

Dear  Mr.  Larson:  In  reply  to  your  letter  of 
March  22,  1951,  we  are  transmitting  here¬ 
with  tabulations  covering  fiscal  years  1950 
and  1951  showing  the  total  number  and  cost 
of  passenger  automobiles  purchased  by  the 
Department  of  Defense  during  1950  and  those 
to  be  purchased  or  in  the  process  of  procure¬ 
ment  as  of  March  13,  1951.  These  tabula¬ 
tions  also  show  the  average  cost  per  vehicle, 
the  number  of  vehicles  purchased,  and  the 
average  cost  per  vehicle,  by  make,  body  style, 
and  body  type. 

As  indicated  through  informal  conversa¬ 
tion  with  Mr.  J.  B.  Hansen  of  your  office,  cer¬ 


tain  of  the  information  presented  in  the  at¬ 
tached  tabulations  of  civilian  type  vehicles 
will  vary  slightly  in  certain  cases  owing  to 
differences  in  record-keeping  procedures  be¬ 
tween  the  civilian  and  military  departments. 

In  transmitting  this  information,  it  should 
be  noted  that  unit  costs  of  vehicles  purchased 
by  the  military  departments  vary,  depending 
on  amount  of  equipment  included,  such  as 
heaters,  defrosters,  right  hand  drive,  color, 
directional  signals,  etc.;  while  unit  costs  of 
vehicles  purchased  by  the  civilian  agencies 
are  exclusive  of  all  accessories.  Other  price 
variations  in  the  case  of  military  vehicles  are 
due  to  f.  o.  b.  points,  such  as  base  plants, 
assembly  plants  or  various  destinations. 

Sincerely  yours, 

J.  D.  Small, 

Chairman. 


Tabulation  showing  number  and  cost  of  passenger  automobiles  purchased  by  the  Department  of  Defense  during  fiscal  years  1950  and  1951 

(through  Mar.  13,  1951) 


Make 

Body  style 

Body  type 

Fiscal  year  1950 

Fiscal  year  1951  (through 
Mar.  13, 1951) 

Number  of 
vehicles 

Average  unit 
cost 

Number  of 
vehicles 

Average  unit 
cost 

Chevrolet _ 

Styleline _ 

4-door  sedan . 

1,000 

177 

i  $1, 156 

1 1, 205 

1,000 
13, 079 
30 
904 

2  $1,316 
i  1, 193 
:  1, 175 
2 1,303 

Do . 

. do . . . . 

Do . . . . . 

_ do . . . 

_ do . . 

Ford.  .  . . . . . . . 

Deluxe . . . . . . 

_ -__do . . 

Chevrolet _ _ _ 

Styleline _ 

_ do . . 

61 

10 

i  1, 087 

1 1, 200 

Do.. . . . .1 . . 

_ do _ 

_ do _ _ _ 

Flymouth . . . . 

Standard . . . 

_ do . 

850 

75 

79 

666 

53 

19 

189 

1 1, 284 

1  1, 284 

2  1,  284 

Do . . . 

. do . . . . 

. do _ 

3 

Do . . . . . 

_ do . . . 

- 

Ford . . . 

Not  contracted . . . . 

Do . 

Deluxe _ _ 

_ do . . 

U,295 
2 1, 330 

Chevrolet . . 

Styleline . . . . . 

_ do . 

914 

30 

200 

100 

2 1,  283 

1 1, 171 
>  1, 162 

J  1, 158 

Do . . . . . . . 

-..—do . 

Do . . . . 

Do . 

_ do . . . . . 

Ford . . 

Deluxe . . . . 

73 

1 

113 

21,275 
1 1,399 
‘l,39fl 

Buick . 

Special _ _ _ _ 

. do _ 

Do . . . 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 

-  -  . 

1951 
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Tabulation  showing  number  and  cost  of  passenger  automobiles  purchased  by  the  Department  of  Defense  during  fiscal  years  1950  and  1951 

( through  Mar.  13,  1951) — Continued 


Make 

Body  style 

Body  type 

Fiscal  year  1950 

Fiscal  year  1951  (through 
Mar.  13,  1951) 

Number  of 
vehicles 

Average  unit 
cost 

Number  of 
vehicles 

Average  unit 
cost 

Pontiac . 

Standard . . . 

4-door  sedan . 

29 

$  1  1  382 

Buick _ _ _ 

Special . . . 

3 

1  1 ' 2QQ 

Do . . . . 

. do . . . . . 

250 

Do.... . . . 

. do . . . 

4 

‘  1, 399 

Do . . 

_ do . . . . 

Lincoln . . . 

Deluxe .  . . 

Packard . 

7-passenger  limousine . . . 

Chrysler . 

. do . 

Do . 

. do . 

>  1, 399 

Cadillac . . . . . . 

. do . . _ . 

1 

i  2,  590 

Chrysler . . . . . .. 

. do . . . . 

i  2, 999 

Packard . 

. do . . 

1 

1  2,  520 

Chrysler . . . . . 

_ do . . . 

Willys . . . . . 

7-passenger . 

14 

10 

i  1,628 

Do.. . 

_ do . . . . 

4 

1  1  501 

Chevrolet  . . 

8-passenger.. . 

4 

Do . . . 

_ do.. . . 

15 

Do. _ _ _ _ 

_ do . . 

do 

15 

1 1,  775 

Do . . . 

_ do . 

1 1, 905 

Not  contracted. . . . 

24 

. do. . . . 

327 

_ do . . . . . 

1,626 

1  F.  o.  b.  factory. 

*F.  o.  b.  destination. 

Notes 


- 

Fiscal  year  1950 

Fiscal  year  1951 
(through  Mar.  13, 
1951) 

\ 

Total  number  of  passenger  automobiles  purchased . 

2,822 
(3,  486,  704 
$1,  235.  54 

17,  082 
521,  104,  575 
$1,  235.  49 

Total  cost  of  passenger  automobiles  purchased . . . 

Average  cost  per  vehicle . . . 

1.  All  automobiles,  light,  medium,  heavy,  are  of  the  4-door  type.  Station  wagons,  7-passenger,  are  2  door,  and  station  wagons,  8-passenger,  are  4-door. 

2.  All  unit  costs  shown  are  weighted  average  prices.  These  prices  vary  depending  on  amount  of  equipment  included,  such  as  heaters,  defrosters,  right-hand  drive,  color, 
directional  signals,  etc.  Other  price  variations  are  due  to  f.  o.  b.  points,  such  as-base  plant,  assembly  plants,  or  various  destinations. 

Unit  costs  of  vehicles  purchased  by  the  military  departments  vary,  depending  on  amount  of  equipment  included,  such  as  heaters,  defrosters,  right-hand  drive,  color,  directional 
signals,  etc.;  while  unit  costs  of  vehicles  purchased  by  the  civilian  agencies  are  exclusive  of  all  accessories.  Other  price  variations  in  the  case  of  military  vehicles  are  due  to  f.  o.  b. 
points,  such  as  base  plants,  assembly  plants,  or  various  destinations. 


“Liberally”  Interpreted — United  States 

Aides  Get  Around  Law  Curbing  Cap.  Use 
(By  Edwin  A.  Lahey) 

Washington. — Senator  Fulbright  of  Ar¬ 
kansas  spoke  feelingly  the  other  day  about 
the  dull  moral  sensibilities  of  men  in  public 
life. 

He  particularly  lamented  the  number  of 
Government  fat  cats  who  are  driven  to  and 
from  the  office,  and  on  their  social  rounds, 
at  the  expense  of  the  taxpayers,  in  official 
limousines  with  liveried  chauffeurs. 

The  visitor  in  Washington  who  gets  a 
glimpse  of  the  lordly  Federal  payroller  riding 
alone  in  one  of  those  big  black  jobs  designed 
for  six  pallbearers  might  be  inclined  to  agree 
with  Senator  Fulbright  that  most  of  these 
“stiffs”  ought  to  use  the  bus  or  take  a  cab 
to  go  to  work  or  to  a  cocktail  party. 

There  is  a  law  designed  to  limit  the  num¬ 
ber  of  officials  who  have  a  limousine  and 
chauffeur  at  their  command  for  personal 
business,  but  it  is  the  most  liberally  inter¬ 
preted  statute  since  the  Fugitive  Slave  Act 
Of  1850. 

Public  Law  600,  passed  in  1946,  prohibits 
the  use  of  Government  automobiles  for  any¬ 


thing  but  official  business,  with  a  few  spe¬ 
cified  exceptions. 

The  President,  the  heads  of  the  executive 
departments,  Cabinet  officers,  and  high  offi¬ 
cials  in  the  diplomatic  service  are  exempt 
from  this  law. 

But  these  exemptions  have  been  broadened 
to  include  underlings  of  the  President  and 
the  Cabinet  officers. 

At  least  six  members  of  the  White  House 
staff  have  chauffeured  limousines  at  their 
disposal,  according  to  one  estimate  by  a 
White  House  official. 

These  are  the  three  Presidential  secretaries, 
William  Hassett,  Matt  Connelly,  and  Joe 
Short;  the  two  assistants  to  the  President, 
John  R.  Steelman  and  Averill  Harriman, 
and  the  President’s  counsel,  Charles  Murphy. 

The  Pentagon  makes  the  White  House  look 
frugal  in  its  assignment  of  private  limou¬ 
sines. 

About  25  officials  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  have  chauffeured  limousines  at  their 
disposal,  according  to  John  G.  Adams,  chief 
counsel  at  the  Pentagon. 

These  include  the  Secretary,  the  Deputy 
Secretary,  the  three  Secretaries  of  the  armed 
services,  three  Under  Secretaries,  six  Assist¬ 


ant  Secretaries,  three  Chiefs  of  Staff,  and 
the  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff. 

The  Federal  Government  owns  558  pas¬ 
senger  automobiles  in  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia.  They  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
General  Services  Administration,  which  buys 
them  for  all  the  agencies  except  the  White 
House,  the  Department  of  Defense,  and  Con¬ 
gress. 

The  General  Services  Administration  re¬ 
ports  that  of  the  52  cars  assigned  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior,  6  are  allocated  to 
the  Secretary’s  office. 

The  Treasury  has  48  cars  in  Washington, 
with  6  of  them  assigned  to  the  administra¬ 
tive  service,  or  brass. 

Four  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture’s 
15  automobiles  are  assigned  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary’s  office.  Six  of  the  54  cars  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Commerce  are  assigned  to  the 
brass. 

The  Senate  by  statute  provides  four  official 
automobiles.  They  are  at  the  command  of 
the  Vice  President,  the  President  of  the 
Senate  pro  tempore,  and  the  majority  and 
minority  leaders. 

The  House  has  only  one  official  limousine, 
the  hack  provided  for  the  Speaker. 


No.  102 
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PROPOSED  CUT  OF  $9,000,000  IN  FUNDS  FOR 

MAINTENANCE  AND  OPERATION  OF  CERTAIN 

SCHOOLS 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  an¬ 
other  amendment  which  I  intend  to  in¬ 
troduce  is  an  amendment  on  page  16, 
line  9,  to  reduce  the  figure  from  $40,- 
000.000  to  $31,000,000.  I  now  send  the 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  that 
it  be  ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to 
be  printed.  I  also  ask  that  it  be  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  should  like  to  be 
permitted  to  finish  the  discussion. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  did  not  hear  the 
Senator’s  request.  Is  he  asking  that  the 
amendment  be  printed  and  lie  on  the 
table? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  is  double  request. 
I  submitted  the  amendment  and  asked 
that  it  lie  on  the  table  and  be  printed. 
I  also  asked  that  the  text  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  submitted  by  Mr. 
Douglas  was  received,  ordered  to  lie  on 
the  table,  to  be  printed,  and  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

On  page  16,  line  9,  strike  out  ‘‘$40,000,000” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$31,000,000.” 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  the 
facts  about  the  maintenance  and  opera¬ 
tion  costs  of  schools  in  federally  affected 
areas,  as  I  understand  them,  are  as  fol¬ 
lows:  Forty-one  and  a  half  million  dol¬ 
lars  would  pay  100  percent  of  all  the  ad¬ 
ditional  costs  of  maintenance  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  schools  in  federally  affected  areas. 
The  appropriation  proposed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  committee,  of  $40,000,000,  would  pro¬ 
vide  97  percent  of  the  added  expense. 
The  $28,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
would  provide  approximately  68  percent. 
The  amendment  which  I  am  offering, 
for  $31,000,000,  would  provide  75  per¬ 
cent.  It  is  $3,000,000  higher  than  the 
House  figure,  but  $9,000,000  below  the 
Senate  committee  figure. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  it  is  difficult  to 
compute  what  the  added  cost  of  operat¬ 
ing  schools  in  the  federally  affected 
areas  would  be,  because  there  is  a  na¬ 
tural  tendency  to  overestimate  the  costs ; 
it  does  not  seem  to  me  to  be  wise  for  the 
Federal  Government  to  meet  the  entire 
added  cost,  as  computed.  Part  of  the 
added  cost  could  well  be.  met  by  the  lo¬ 
calities  through  ultimate  greater  tax 
revenue,  part  of  which  is  not  an  addi¬ 
tional  cost  at  all,  but  only  a  paper  cost. 
We  could  save  $9,000,000  by  meeting  75 
percent  of  the  estimated  cost,  instead  of 
97  percent,  as  provided  for  in  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  proposal.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  amendment  be  agreed 
to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Will  the 
Senator  state  his  request  again? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  reduction  of  $9,000,000  be 
agreed  to. 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard. 

PROPOSED  CUT  OF  $1,800,000  FROM  FUNDS  FOB 
DISTRIBUTIVE  EDUCATION 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Another  amendment 
which  I  propose  to  introduce  deals  with 
striking  out  approximately  $1,800,000  for 
so-called  distributive  education,  which 
was  eliminated  by  the  House  but  restored 
by  the  Senate  committee. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  text 
of  the  amendment  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  amend¬ 
ment  intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr. 
Douglas  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

On  page  14,  line  20,  strike  out  “$20,017,- 
760”  and  Insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$18,223,261.” 

On  page  14,  line  23,  strike  out  “$19,847,- 
760  for  the  current  fiscal  year”  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  “$18,048,261  for  the  current 
fiscal  year:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  voca¬ 
tional  education  in  distributive  occupations.” 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  should  like  to  point 
out,  if  I  may,  that  distributive  education 
is  of  somewhat  dubious  value,  despite  all 
the  arguments  that  have  been  made  in 
its  behalf.  “Vocational  education  in  ag¬ 
riculture,  industrial  arts,  and  home  eco¬ 
nomics  probably  stands  on  rather  firm 
ground.  However,  to  teach  a  high-school 
student  how  to  sell  groceries  or  clothes 
would  hardly  seem  to  me  to  be  a  wise 
expenditure  of  Federal  funds  at  the  pres¬ 
ent  time.  We  would  spend  $1,800,000  of 
Federal  funds,  which,  when  added  to 
State  and  local  contributions,  would 
make  a  total  of  $3,609,000. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.''  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  if  he  is  aware 
of  the  fact  that  a  vast  amount  of  help 
is  also  received  by  adults  under  the  pro¬ 
gram.  It  is  not  only  a  high-school  pro¬ 
gram,  although  it  does  enable  a  great 
many  high-school  students  to  earn 
money  with  which  to  finish  their  high- 
school  education,  because  they  receive 
training  in  salesmanship.  Furthermore, 
many  men  who  had  manual  jobs  have 
become  salesmen  in  industry  by  means 
of  this  type  of  program,  which  is  part 
and  parcel  of  vocational  distributive 
education. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  may  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  that  it  is  true 
that  training  for  adults  is  given  through 
the  form  of  continuation  classes,  as  well 
as  training  for  high-school  students;  but 
a  considerable  portion  of  the  funds  are 
used  for  high-school  students,  and  in 
their  case  it  seems  to  me  that  it  is  much 
better  for  them  to  be  given  training  in 
English  composition,  algebra,  and  so 
forth,  rather  than  training  in  the  art  of 
selling — for  instance,  selling  ribbons.  It 
seems  to  me  that  a  general  high-school 
education  will  be  much  better  for  them 
to  have  in  connection  with  salesmanship. 
I  believe  that  training  in  the  art  of  sell¬ 
ing  is  an  area  in  connection  with  the 
welfare  state  into  which  we  should  not 
go,  right  now,  at  least. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  one  weakness  of 
our  industrial  life  during  the  present 
period  is  a  tendency  to  place  too  much 


emphasis  upon  selling,  rather  than  upon 
production. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  However,  how 
much  can  we  progress  unless  we  de¬ 
velop  the  distributive  trades?  I  think 
retailing  is  one  of  the  important  seg¬ 
ments  of  our  business  life.  Although 
general  education  is  most  necessary,  of 
course,  yet  I  believe  that  training  in  re¬ 
tailing,  particularly  to  enable  small 
business  to  compete  with  the  chain 
stores,  is  most  important. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Of  course  that  point 
can  be  raised  in  an  attempt  to  justify  a 
retail-training  program.  However,  I 
would  say  there  is  not  much  difficulty  in 
finding  markets  right  now.  The  latent 
desire  of  the  American  people  to  con¬ 
sume,  their  desire  for  a  higher  stand¬ 
ard  of  living  than  the  one  they  already 
possess,  is  far  in  excess  of  the  present 
productive  capacity  of  our  industry.  I 
think  there  is  no  need  to  stimulate  the 
American  people  to  greater  wants. 
That  is  already  being  done  by  advertis¬ 
ing  and  by  other  means. 

Although,  of  course,  I  wish  to  exempt 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  from  this 
statement,  yet  I  believe  that  on  the 
whole  the  great  demand  for  this  appro¬ 
priation  of  $1,800,000  comes  from  the 
teachers  of  retail  services.  They  have 
organized  a  lobby  in  virtually  every 
State,  and  have  organized  a  letter-writ¬ 
ing  campaign  and  a  telegram-sending 
campaign  in  regard  to  the  need  for  dis¬ 
tributive  education,  because  their  jobs 
are  in  danger.  That  is  where  the  pres¬ 
sure  comes  from. 

We  find  that  we  build  up  vested  in¬ 
terests  which  in  turn  demand  their 
maintenance  and  expansion. 

I  think  these  teachers  can  be  re¬ 
stored  to  even  more  productive  occupa¬ 
tions.  So  I  hope  very  much  that  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  will 
accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  for  the  adoption  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Stennis  in  the  chair).  Objection  is 
heard. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  the 
Presiding  Officer  has  a  much  more  acute 
ear  than  I  have,  it  seems,  for  I  did  not 
hear  an  objection  made. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  objects. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  beg  pardon;  I  was 
not  able  to  read  the  Chair’s  inner  mind. 

PROPOSED  REDUCTION  OF  $960,000  FROM  GENERAL 
ASSISTANCE  TO  STATES 

Mr.  President,  another  amendment 
which  I  intend  to  offer  is  on  page  21,  in 
line  2.  By  means  of  this  amendment  we 
shall  reduce  the  amount  proposed  to  be 
appropriated  for  technical  assistance  and 
the  collection  and  compilation  of  mor¬ 
tality,  morbidity,  and  vital  statistics, 
from  $15,960,000  to  $15,000,000,  or  a  sav¬ 
ing  of  $960,000. 

At  this  time  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  the  amendment  printed  at  this 
point  in  the  Record  in  connection  with 
my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  amend¬ 
ment  submitted  by  Mr.  Douglas  was  or¬ 
dered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

On  page  21,  line  2,  strike  out  “$15,960,000” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$15,000,000.” 
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Mr,  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  calls  for  a  reduction  in  the 
amount  proposed  to  be  devoted  for  ob¬ 
taining  vital  statistics  and  other  matters. 
I  certainly  wish  to  pay  tribute  to  the  im¬ 
portance  of  vital  statistics  in  the  past, 
in  making  comparisons  of  death  rates 
and  sickness  rates.  However,  like  every 
other  good  thing,  this  can  be  carried  too 
far  during  a  period  when  we  need  re¬ 
trenchment.  A  reduction  of  6  percent 
in  the  amount  provided  for  this  purpose 
does  not  seem  to  me  to  be  excessive. 

I  now  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
amendment  be  approved. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard. 

PROPOSED  REDUCTION  OP  $20,000,000  FROM 
FUNDS  FOR  HOSPITAL  CONSTRUCTION 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  now 
come  to  something  which  will  hurt  me 
very  much,  namely,  a  proposal  to  reduce 
the  amount  to  be  appropriated  for  hos¬ 
pitals,  from  $195,000,000  to  $175,000,000, 
or  a  saving  of  $20,000,000. 

No  one  likes  hospital  construction  more 
than  I.  But  as  the  level  of  defense 
spending  rises  we  simply  must  cut  back 
ncndefense  spending.  Therefore,  I  am 
asking  that  we  hold  to  the  House  figure 
of  $175,000,000,  which  is  only  $10,000,000 
below  the  total  voted  for  the  fiscal  year 
1950-51,  but  a  saving  of  $20,000,000  below 
the  Senate  committee  figure. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
amendment  be  printed  at  this  point  in 
the  Record  as  a  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  amend¬ 
ment  submitted  by  Mr.  Douglas  was  or¬ 
dered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows : 

On  page  23,  line  9,  strike  out  "$195,000,000” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$175,000,000.” 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amendment 
be  accepted. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard. 

PROPOSED  REDUCTION  OF  $3,000,000  FROM  FUNDS 
FOR  MATERNAL  AND  CHILD  HEALTH 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  now 
offer  an  amendment  on  page  32,  in  line  6, 
namely,  to  reduce  from  $33,000,000  to 
$30,000,000  the  appropriation  for  grants 
to  States  for  maternal  and  child  health 
services,  services  for  crippled  children, 
and  child  welfare  services  as  authorized 
in  title  V,  parts  1,  2,  and  3,  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  as  amended.  These  funds 
are  credits  to  the  States  for  maternal 
and  child  health  services.  There  is  a 
$3,000,000  carry-over.  This  amendment 
would  reduce  by  the  amount  of  that 
carry-over  the  amount  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated,  and  therefore  that  agency  would 
not  suffer  to  the  degree  that  it  might  at 
first  appear. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
amendment  be  approved. 

Mr,  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  inas¬ 
much  as  we  are  very  desirous  of  taking 
care  of  the  children  of  the  country,  al¬ 
though  the  Senator  from  Illinois  appears 
not  to  want  to  do  that,  I  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard. 


PROPOSED  REDUCTION  IN  ANNUAL  AND  SICK  LEAVE 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  now 
offer  another  amendment,  namely,  on 
page  41,  in  line  24,  to  strike  out  the 
period,  insert  a  colon  and  the  following: 

“ Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any 
appropriation  contained  in  this  act  shall 
be  used  for  the  payment  of  remuneration 
for  annual  or  sick  leave  of  classified  or 
Wage  Board  employees  in  excess  of  20 
days  of  annual  leave  per  year  or  12  days 
of  sick  leave  per  year.” 

I  should  like  to  speak  to  that  amend¬ 
ment  for  a  moment,  and  then  I  shall  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amendment 
be  approved. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield  for 
a  question. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Does  not  the  Senator' 
from  Illinois  know  that  the  amendment 
is  legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill, 
and  this  is  subject  to  a  point  of  order? 
I  have  no  objection  to  having  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  discuss  the  merits  of 
the  amendment,  of  course. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  should  like  to  point 
out  that  the  bill  already  contains  cer¬ 
tain  provisions,  which  were  included  in 
the  bill  by  the  House  of  Representatives, 
which  would  seem  to  be  legislation,  and 
this  amendment  is  merely  offered  to  a 
legislative  provision  which  already  has 
been  included  in  the  bill  by  the  House 
of  Representatives.  Furthermore,  the 
amendment  is  a  limitation  on  funds. 
Therefore,  as  such,  I  do  not  believe  the 
amendment  is  subject  to  a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment  in  re¬ 
gard  to  annual  leave  has  solid  merit  be¬ 
hind  it.  I  think  all  of  us  know  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  in  regard  to  annual  leave 
for  Wage  Board  and  classified  employees, 
with  the  exception  of  employees  in  the 
postal  service.  They  are  entitled  to  26 
days  of  annual  leave  a  year.  On  the  sur¬ 
face  that  provision  would  seem  to  be  all 
right.  However,  it  has  been  interpreted 
to  mean  26  working  days;  and  inasmuch 
as  Government  employees  are  on  a  5 -day 
week,  that  amounts  to  5  Vs  weeks  of  an¬ 
nual  leave  a  year. 

Similarly,  the  15  working  days  of  sick 
leave  amount  to  3  weeks  a  year. 

If  we  add  to  that  the  eight  holidays — 
in  other  words,  26  working  days,  plus  15 
working  days,  plus  8  holidays — and  then 
add  unstated  holidays  for  ceremonial  oc¬ 
casions,  such  as  when  a  Brazilian  Pres¬ 
ident  or  a  French  President  comes  to 
Washington  and  the  Government  offices 
are  let  out  in  order  to  provide  such 
celebrities  with  an  audience.  Then  add 
the  days  in  summer  when  the  tempera¬ 
ture  rises  to  such  an  extent  that  the 
Government  employees  are  let  out  from 
work,  and  if  we  add  to  all  that  the, 
“coffee  time,”  I  think  it  can  be  seen  that 
at  the  present  time  the  employees  of  the 
Federal  Government  in  Washington  are 
not  subjected  to  excessive  labor. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  wonder  whether 
the  Senator  will  state  the  matter  in  the 
opposite  way,  namely,  the  number  of 
days  that  Federal  Government  em¬ 


ployees  in  Washington  actually  work.  It 
might  take  less  time  if  the  Senator  would 
state  the  matter  in  that  way. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  would  say  that  if, 
along  with  26  days  annual  leave,  8  holi¬ 
days,  and  other  time  off  the  15  days  of 
sick  leave  are  taken  into  consideration — 
in  my  opinion  the  work  actually  done  by 
Government  employees  will  be  found  not 
to  amount  to  more  than  from  207  to  209 
working  days — at  least,  in  Washington. 
I  do  not  wish  to  launch  upon  a  demagogic 
attack  on  Government  employees,  but 
I  believe  in  the  amendment  I  have  sub¬ 
mitted. 

Mi*.  President,  this  amendment  is  sim¬ 
ply  a  proposal  to  make  the  annual  leave 
of  Government  employees  20  working 
days,  which  would  amount  to  4  weeks, 
which  with  week  ends  would  be  1  month; 
and  to  reduce  sick  leave  from  15  working 
days,  or  3  weeks,  to  12  working  days,  or 
2V4  weeks.  As  a  result,  this  amendment 
would  probably  save  $5,000,000  a  year, 
ultimately,  in  connection  with  this  bill. 
If  all  annual  and  sick  leave  were  taken, 
the  saving  would  be  nearly  five  and  a  half 
million.  If  the  amendment  were  applied 
to  all  governmental  service,  it  would  re¬ 
sult  in  saving  approximately  $150,000,- 
000, 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  insert  in  the  Record  at  this  point, 
a  table  showing  how  the  $5,000,000  sav¬ 
ing  is  computed.  The  table  shows  a  sav¬ 
ing  of  $5,428,300,  but  undoubtedly  all 
leave  will  not  be  taken  so  I  will  not  claim 
a  saving  of  more  than  $5,000,000. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  as  follows: 

Department  of  Labor 

Employees,  March  1951 _  1  7,  656 

Salaries,  March  1951 _ , _ 1  $2,  571,  000 

Average  monthly  -salary _ _  $335.  80 

Average  annual  salary _  $4,  030 

Average  daily  salary  (260  days).  $15.  50 

Saving  by  reducing  annual 
leave  6  days  (from  26  to  20) 

per  employee _  $93.  CO 

Saving,  7,656  employees _  $712,  008 

Saving  by  reducing  sick  leave  3 
days  (from  15  to  12)  per 

employee _  $46.  50 

Saving,  7,656  employees _  $356,  004 

Total  savings,  annual  and  sick, 

7,656  employees _ .  $1,068,012 

1  Byrd  committee,  Record,  June  7,-  1951, 
p.  6371. 

Federal  Security  Agency 


Employees,  March  1951 _  ’35,107 

Salaries,  March  1951 _ 1  $10,  582,  000.  00 

Average  monthly  salary _  $301.  50 

Average  annual  salary _  $3,  610.  00 

Average  daily  salary  (260 

days -  $13.  80 

Savings  by  reducing  annual 
leave  6  days  (26  to  20) 

per  employee _  $82.  80 

Savings,  35,107  employees _  $2,  906,  859.  60 

Savings  by  reducing  sick 
leave  3  days  (15  to  12) 

per  employee _  $41.  40 

Savings,  35,107  employees $1,453,429.80 


Total  savings,  annual  and 

sick,  35,107  employees _ _  $4,  360,  288.  00 

Plus  Department  of  Labor.  $1,  068,  012.  00 


Total  savings  in  H.  R. 

3709 _ _ _  $5,428,300.00 


J  Byrd  committee  report.  Congressional 
Record,  June  7,  1951,  p.  6371.  Savings  based, 
on  full  use  of  annual  and  sick  leave. 
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Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  in¬ 
tend  to  offer  similar  amendments  to  this 
on  subsequent  appropriations. 

Mr.  President,  in  view  of  the  serious¬ 
ness  of  the  military  situation,  I  do  not 
believe  that  governmental  employees 
should  ask  for  5  Vs  weeks  vacation.  That 
would  certainly  seem  to  be  one  of  the 
accessories,  one  of  the  surpluses,  which 
we  could  eliminate  in  a  period  of  emer¬ 
gency.  I  am  in  favor  of  the  increase  in 
pay  to  Government  employees,  now  being 
drafted,  I  understand,  by  the  Committee 
on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  of  about 
8  percent,  which  helps  to  meet  the  in¬ 
crease  in  the  cost  of  living  during  the 
past  year. 

I  am  for  justice  in  the  pay  scales,  but 
the  leave  provision  has  grown  up  by  ac¬ 
cident.  As  I  trace  its  history,  it  is  ap¬ 
proximately  as  follows:  In  1898,  at  the 
time  of  the  Spanish-American  War, 
Congress  passed  a  bill  providing  30  days’ 
leave.  I  think  that  what  the  Congress 
plainly  intended  was  to  obtain  for  civil 
employees  the  same  leave  which  military 
personnel  obtained,  which  was  30  days. 
I  think  Congress  then  thought  they  were 
providing  30  calendar  days,  but  an 
executive  interpretation  of  that  law  was 
made,  so  that  it  provided  for  30  working 
days.  The  Government  then  being  on  a 
6-day  week,  this  provided  5  weeks’  vaca¬ 
tion.  This  continued  until  1933,  when 
the  Economy  Act  of  1933  decreased  leave 
to  15  days,  which  meant  2V2  weeks. 
Then,  in  1936,  it  was  increased  to  26  days. 

The  Government  was  still  on  a  6-day 
week.  I  think  once  again  it  was  the 
intention  of  Congress  in  1936,  as  it  had 
been  in  1898,  to  provide  a  month’s  vaca¬ 
tion,  but  in  1945,  after  the  termination 
of  the  war,  the  Government  went  on  a 
5-day  week,  so  that  the  26  days  then 
became,  by  accident,  not  a  month,  but 
5  Vs  weeks. 

I  think  we  should  eliminate  this 
anomoly  and  save  $150,000,000,  and  my 
amendment  is  merely  the  kick-off  for 
that  event.  When  I  proposed  it  last  year, 
I  received  1,000  letters  from  govern¬ 
mental  employees  in  the  State  of  Illi¬ 
nois — about  1,000  of  the  most  bitter  let¬ 
ters  I  have  ever  received  in  my  life — ■ 
reminding  me  that  there  were  81,000  gov¬ 
ernmental  employees  in  the  State,  and 
that  every  one  of  them  would  be  waiting 
for  me  with  a  club  if  and  when  I  came 
up  for  reelection  in  1954. 

I  think  there  is  no  doubt  that  this  pro¬ 
posal  will  probably  arouse  tremendous 
opposition  on  the  part  of  public  em¬ 
ployees;  but  public  employees  are  pa¬ 
triotic,  too.  They  should  realize  that  we 
are  facing  a  big  governmental  deficit, 
that  they  should  make  their  contribu¬ 
tion,  and  that,  if  we  protect  them  on 
their  basic  pay  and  give  them  a  degree 
of  security  which  no  other  class  in  our 
society  has — and  I  think  we  should  prop¬ 
erly  give  them  security — they  should 
not  insist  on  this  5  Vs  week’s  vacation. 

Furthermore,  every  study  that  has  ever 
been  made,  indicates  that  20  working 
days  vacation  and  12  days  sick  leave  is 
very  liberal  in  comparison  with  that 
given  employees  in  private  industry.  In 
private  industry  the  prevailing  rate  is 
10  days.  A  small  percentage,  give  long 
service  employees  15  days  and  the  per¬ 


centage  granting  20  days  is  negligible.  I 
want  the  Government  to  be  a  liberal  em¬ 
ployer.  That  is  why  I  am  willing  to 
grant  20  days.  But  there  is  such  a  thing 
as  carrying  a  good  thing  too  far  at  the 
expense  of  the  public. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  merely  want  to 
say  to  the  Senator,  in  the  form  of  a  ques¬ 
tion,  that  I  realize  what  he  is  proposing 
is  subject  to  a  point  of  order,  which  has 
been  raised.  The  same  issue  is  being 
raised  in  connection  with  the  independ¬ 
ent  offices  bill  now  before  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee,  and  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  was  attempting  to  get  an 
amendment  in  that  bill  this  morning 
which  would  provide  that  employees 
would  get  the  3  weeks’  vacation,  which 
would  be  15  days.  There  is  always  a 
misunderstanding,  as  the  Senator  has 
pointed  out,  on  the  floor.  When  some 
persons  talk  about  26  days’  leave,  they 
seem  to  think  that  it  is  a  month’s  leave. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  is  36  and  37  days. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  It  is  five - 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Five  and  one-fifth 
weeks. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  It  is  5  workweeks 
plus  1  day.  Therefore,  I  am  hoping  that 
the  committee  as  a  whole  will,  the  next 
time  the  independent  offices  bill  is  taken 
up,  adopt  a  rule  whereby  governmental 
employees  will  be  able  to  get  something 
like  15  days,  which  is  really  3  workweeks, 
plus,  as  the  Senator  says,  the  week  end 
of  another  week. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS,  fefchink  15  days  may 
be  a  little  too  low.  I  should  be  willing  to 
give  them  20  days. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  They  would  get  that 
as  a  matter  of  course.  Then,  as  a  matter 
of  discretion,  they  could  be  given  the 
extra  time,  and  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  would  say  that  could  be  up  to  5  days 
more,  because,  when  we  are  at  war,  I 


think  there  ought  to  be  discretion  in  the 
administrator  to  have  employees  work 
longer  and  harder  than  in  normal  times. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  that  the 
thoughts  of  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
are  moving  in  the  same  direction  with 
mine,  and  I  hope,  therefore,  that  he  will 
join  me  in  my  request  for  unanimous 
consent  that  this  amendment  be  now 
adopted  in  the  present  measure. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  join  the  Senator. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  think,  in  view  of 
our  representations,  we  should  be  able 
to  obtain  it. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  Senator  from 
Michigan  from  this  side  of  the  aisle  will 
join  the  Senator  from  Illinois  in  asking 
approval  of  the  amendment,  but  he  feels 
that  there  may  be  some  who  are  in  the 
Chamber  who  would  object. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  did  not  understand 
that  objection  had  been  raised  to  this 
unanimous-consent  request.  So,  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
this  provision  be  inserted  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  for  the 
present,  at  least,  I  shall  have  to  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  from 
Alabama  dashes  my  hope.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  these  all  are  the  amendments 
which  I  intend  to  offer.  I  regret  that 
they  have  not  been  adopted  today  by 
unanimous  consent,  but  I  hope  that  they 
will  be  adopted  by  a  majority  vote  when 
they  are  passed  upon  by  the  Senate. 

Many  of  the  amounts  involved  prob¬ 
ably  seem  small.  For  this  reason,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  insert,  at  this 
point  in  the  Record  a  table  showing  the 
combined  amounts  of  the  cuts  involved 
to  show  that,  in  total,  they  represent  re¬ 
duction  of  $44,000,000  below  the  Senate 
committee  recommendations  and  $47,- 
000,000  below  the  budget. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  printed,  as  follows: 


Item 

Purpose 

Douglas 

Senate 

Amount  of  Douglas 
proposal  below — 

proposal 

committee 

Senate 

committee 

Budget  ' 
request 

Department  of  Labor: 

Office  of  Secretary  of  Labor  1.. 

Salaries  and  expenses _ 

$1,  255,  000 

$1, 400, 000 

$145,  000 

$220, 000 

Office  of  Solicitor  2__ . 

. do_  . _ . 

1,  575, 000 

2,  423,  000 
4, 635, 500 

1, 669, 445 
2,  578,  682 
5,  245,  959 

94,  445 
155,  682 « 

175,  000 
269.  000 

Bureau  of  Apprenticeship . 

. do _ _ 

Bureau  of  Employment  Se- 

. do . . . 

610,  459 

839,500 

eurity. 

Do . 

Veterans’  Employment 
Service. 

743, 500 

1,  513, 765 

770,  265 

839,  500 

Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics _ 

Salaries  and  expenses _ 

5,  243,  000 

5,371,352 

128, 352 

692, 000 

Do . 

Bevision,  Consumers’ 
Price  Index. 

1, 000, 000 

1,125,000 

125, 000 

250, 000 

Wage  and  Hour  Division . 

Salaries  and  expenses.... 

8, 000, 000 

8, 365, 304 

365, 304 

740, 000 

Federal  Security  Agency: 

Food  and  Drug  Administra- 

5, 000, 000 

5,  172, 975 

172,  975 

395, 000 

tion. 

Office  of  Education _ 

...  .do.  . 

3,  253, 000 
18,  223, 261 

3, 397, 706 
20, 017, 760 

144.  706 

247, 000 
1, 794,  500 

Do . 

Vocational  education 
(distributive  educa¬ 
tion). 

1, 794,  500 

Do . 

Maintenance  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  certain  schools. 

31, 000, 000 

40, 000, 000 

9, 000, 000 

9, 000, 000 

Public  Health  Service _ 

Assistance  to  State — 
General. 

15, 000, 000 

15, 960, 000 

960, 000 

1, 084, 000 

Do . 

Hospital  construction... 

175, 000, 000 

195, 000, 000 

20. 000. 000 

20, 000,  000 

Do . 

Salaries  and  expenses, 
hospital  construction 
services. 

1, 100, 000 

1, 166, 465 

66,  465 

120, 000 

Bureau  of  Public  Assistance.... 

Salaries  and  expenses _ 

1, 463, 400 

1,600,000 

137, 000 

235, 000 

Children’s  Bureau . 

1, 450, 000 
30, 000, 000 

1, 500,  000 
33, 000, 000 

50.  000 

l/“,000 

Do . 

Grants  to  State— mater¬ 
nal  and  child  welfare. 

3, 000, 000 

3, 000' 000 

1  Supplanted  by  Williams’  amendment  accepted  by  Senate. 

2  Accepted  by  Senate. 
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Item 

Purpose 

Douglas 

Senate 

Amount  of  Douglas 
proposal  below — 

proposal 

committee 

Senate 

committee 

Budget 

request 

Office  of  the  Administrator.. 

Salaries  and  expenses _ 

$2, 050, 000 
372, 000 

$2, 150, 000 

$100, 000 

$369, 000 
55, 000 

100, 000 
E,  000, 000 

Do. . . . 

General  amendment . 

general  counsel. 

Reduce  automobiles _ 

100,000 

5, 000, 000 

Do . 

Reduce  annual  sick  leave. 

T  otal  savings  (figures 

44, 000,  000 

47, 000, 000 

rounded). 

CIVILIAN  BUDGET  CUT  20  PERCENT 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  junior  Senator  from  Idaho 
[Mr.  Welker],  the  senior  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Ferguson],  the  senior 
Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart], 
the  junior  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Ben¬ 
nett],  the  junior  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  [Mr.  Butler],  the  junior  Senator 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Jenner],  the  junior 
Senator  from  New  Dakota  [Mr.  Young], 
and  myself,  I  submit  the  following 
amendment  which  I  ask  to  have  printed 
and  to  lie  on  the  table. 

At  the  proper  place  In  the  bill  insert: 

“Sec.  .  The  appropriations  contained  in 
the  various  items  of  the  bill  and  any  amounts 
authorized  to  be  expended,  with  the  excep¬ 
tion  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Board  appro¬ 
priations,  and  that  part  of  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  appropriations  relating  to  old-age 
pensions,  are  reduced  respectively  by  the 
amount  of  20  percent.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  received,  printed,  and 
lie  on  the  table. 

VETERANS  NOT  IN  THIS  BILL 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  first  like  to  clarify  the  Record 
somewhat  because  of  the  prolonged  de¬ 
bate — the  veterans,  disabled  or  other¬ 
wise,  are  not  included  in  this  bill. 

FEDERAL  SECURITY 

The  Veterans’  Administration  and 
other  provisions  for  disabled  and  other 
war  veterans  are  included  in  the  inde¬ 
pendent  offices  bill.  This  bill  is  for  Fed¬ 
eral  Security,  alone. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
name  of  the  junior  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Young]  be  added  to  the 
names  of  the  sponsors  of  my  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  also  ask  that  my  re¬ 
marks,  now  to  be  made,  be  included  in 
the  Record,  following  the  offering  of  my 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


REDUCED  BY  $163,160,885 

The  amendment  proposed  by  the  jun¬ 
ior  Senator  from  Nevada  provides  for  a 
20-percent  cut  in  a  bill  totaling  $2,528,- 
338,831,  with  the  exception  of  that  part 
of  the  Federal  Security  appropriation 
which  relates  to  old-age  pensions, 
amounting  to  about  $1,150,000,000,  and 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Board  pensions 
of  $562,534,409.  That  is  a  total  of  $1,712,- 
534,409  excluded  from  the  proposed  cut. 
Subtracted  from  the  total  amount  of  the 
bill  as  presented  to  the  Senate  there  re¬ 
mains  $815,804,422;  20  percent  of  that 
amount  would  be  $163,160,885,  the 
amount  of  the  reduction  which  is  re¬ 
quested. 

TUBERCULOSIS  AND  CANCER 

Mr.  President,  the  junior  Senator  from 
Nevada  has  listened  very  patiently  all 
afternoon  to  a  discussion  of  the  items  on 
tuberculosis  and  cancer.  That  they  are 
very  important  I  have  realized  for  many 
years,  and  these  items  have  my  entire 
support.  But  there  is  so  much  empha¬ 
sis  placed  upon  them  for  the  benefit  of 
the  public  that  the  implication  is  that 
we  cannot  touch  any  of  the  bill  because 
these  two  items  are  included. 

I  invite  attention  to  the  fact  that  the 
tuberculosis  item  is  $8,887,351,  and  the 
cancer  item  is  $19,805,171.  Taken  to¬ 
gether,  a  20-percent  reduction  would 
amount  to  less  than  $5,000,000  out  of  a 
proposed  reduction  total  of  more  than 
$163,000,000. 

WASHINGTON  AUTOMOBILES 

With  reference  to  the  item  of  automo¬ 
biles,  which  consumed  about  an  hour.  I 
very  seldom  find  myself  in  agreement 
with  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas],  but  this  time  I  would  go  farth¬ 
er  than  he  proposes.  Any  time  between 
5  and  8  o’clock,  when  we  leave  the  Senate 
floor,  it  is  impossible  to  park  my  auto¬ 
mobile  within  four  blocks  of  my  hotel  on 
account  of  the  Cadillacs,  Packards,  and 
Lincolns  parked  in  the  middle  of  the 
street  with  uniformed  chauffeurs  guard¬ 
ing  them. 


DEFICIENCY  APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr.  MALONE'.  Mr.  President,  the  of¬ 
fices  included  in  this  bill  always  come  in 
for  a  deficiency  to  make  up  for  any  Sen¬ 
ate  cut.  It  might  be  a  good  idea  to  pro¬ 
hibit  such  a  procedure  without  the  sanc¬ 
tion  of  the  Appropriations  Committees 
of  both  Houses  and  approved  by  the 
President. 


I  wear  no  badge,  so  am  not  identified; 
therefore  there  is  nothing  to  do  but  park 
my  car  and  walk  back  to  the  hotel,  it 
would  seem  that  there  is  a  surplus  of 
automobiles  of  the  larger  type  in  the  city 
of  Washington.  Most  of  the  time  Sen¬ 
ators  ride  in  cabs  or  in  the  smaller  type 
of  automobiles  if,  in  fact,  we  are  able  to 
afford  one. 
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It  is  the  opinion  of  the  junior  Senator 
from  Nevada  that  there  is  no  reason  for 
a  Cabinet  officer  or  any  other  officer  who 
has  his  headquarters  in  Washington  be¬ 
ing  furnished  an  automobile  at  all  at 
public  expense  any  more  than  such  a 
car  should  be  furnished  to  a  Senator. 

In  asking  for  a  20-percent  decrease  in 
the  civil  appropriation  bill  to  apply  to 
the  national  defense,  the  junior  Senator 
from  Nevada  is  mindful  that  the  national 
defense  bill  will  necessarily  be  a  large 
one. 

BILLIONS  FOR  SOCIALIST  NATIONS  OF  EUROPE 

For  3j/2  years  of  the  4  years  in  which 
I  have  been  a  Member  of  the  Senate,  I 
have  debated  on  the  floor  the  advisability 
of  furnishing  billions  of  dollars  to  So¬ 
cialist-minded  governments  of  Europe  to 
keep  them  in  power.  There  has  been  a 
minimum  of  debate  on  the  part  of  the 
majority  against  this  type  of  abuse  of 
the  taxpayers  of  America.  I  understand 
that  we  shall  receive  a  bill  providing  for 
between  eight  to  eleven  billion  dollars 
for  Europe  again  to  make  up  deficiencies 
in  connection  with  their  purchases,  to 
permit  them  to  live  on  the  scale  that 
America  lives.  The  1934  Trade  Agree¬ 
ments  Act  extended  last  week  extends 
the  power  of  the  Secretary  of  State  for 
an  additional  2  years  over  the  jobs  and 
investments  of  the  people  of  America. 
I  hope  he  will  be  satisfied  when  he  has 
leveled  our  standard  of  living  with  the 
sweatshop  labor  nations  of  the  world,  if 
he  remains  that  long. 

APPROPRIATION  COMPARISONS,  1941-50 

In  order  to  understand  the  figures  and 
the  amounts  of  money  asked  for  in  con¬ 
nection  with  civilian  purposes,  I  wish  to 
address  myself  to  several  agencies  of  the 
Government  in  that  connection. 

Amounts  of  money  mean  little,  whether 
they  are  thousands  or  millions  or  bil¬ 
lions  of  dollars.  The  public  is  a  little 
“punch  drunk”  with  reference  to  the 
decimal  points  in  appropriations. 

Sometimes  the  junior  Senator  from 
Nevada  thinks  that  the  Senate  is  getting 
a  little  “punch  drunk.”  also. 

The  Department  of  Labor  is  a  fine  De¬ 
partment.  In  1941  it  had  an  appropria¬ 
tion  of  approximately  $24,000,000.  In 
1950  the  appropriation  was  $58,404,231, 
indicating  an  increase  of  practically  three 
times  the  amount  appropriated'  in  1941. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  place  in  the  Record  a  table,  under 
the  letterhead  of  the  Department  of  La¬ 
bor,  showing  the  amounts  appropriated 
for  that  Department  from  1941  to  1950, 
inclusive. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Department  of  Labor, 

Office  of  Budget  and  Management, 

Washington,  July  31,  1950. 
Memorandum  to:  Mr.  Everard  H.  Smith, 

Clerk  of  the  Senate  Subcommittee  on  La- 

bor-FSA  Appropriations. 

From:  V.  S.  Hudson. 

Pursuant  to  your  request  there  is  indi¬ 
cated  below  the  amounts  appropriated  to 
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the  Department  of 
years : 

Year: 

1941- . — 

1942  _ 

1943  _ 

1944  - 

1945  _ 

1916 _ 

1947  _ - 

1948  - 

1949  _ 

1950  - 


Labor  for  the  past  10 
Amoupt 

_ $23,401,780 

_  24,  444,  990 

_  26,111,780 

_  55,  077,  350 

_  71,  588,  813 

_  80,314,669 

_  140,481,443 

_  86,576,016 

_  15,  351,  800 

_  68,  404,  231 


Mr.  MALONE.  The  National  Labor 
Relations  Board,  in  1942,  exclusive  of 
salaries  and  expenses,  received  an  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $3,395,710.  In  1950,  the 
appropriation  was  $8,550,000.  That 
amount  is,  roughly,  two  and  one-half 
times  the  amount  previously  appropri¬ 
ated.  That  includes  the  entire  Nation¬ 
al  Labor  Relations  Board. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  a 
table  relating  to  that  Board  inserted  at 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

National  Labor  Relations  Board 


Clerk’s  Note. — The  Supplemental  Appro¬ 
priation  Act,  1948,  consolidated  under  a 
single  heading  “Salaries  and  expenses”  the 
several  appropriations  made  for  the  Board’s 
expenses  for  1948.  The  1949  regular  bill 
continued  this  arrangement.  Following  is 
a  table  reflecting  combined  appropriations 
and  estimates  for  prior  years  under  the  sev¬ 
eral  headings.  The  amounts  include  sup- 
plementals  and  deficiencies  and  national- 
defense  funds. 


Appropriations : 

1942  _ 

1943  _ - _ 

1944  _ _ 

1945  _ 

1946  _ 

1947  _ _ _ 

iS48 _ 

Supplemental _ _ 

1949  _ 

1950  (third  deficiency,  1949)  _ 
Estimates : 


$3,  395, 710 
3,641,270 
3,  432,  500 

3,  634,373 

4,  307,  5EO 
4,  453,  500 
4,  974,  700 
1,  000,  000 
9,  400,  000 
8,  550,  000 


1942  _ 

1943  _ 

1944  _ 

1945  _ 

1946  _ 

1947  _ 

1948  _ 

Supplemental 

1949  _ 

1350 _ 

1951 _ 


3,  523,  770 

3,  847,  ISO 

4,  211,  055 

4,  166,  700 

5,  514,314 
5,  855,  000 

7,  894,  0C0 
1  4,  025,  300 

9,  400,  000 
9,  000,  000 

8,  615,  000 


1  Based  on  revised  estimate  of  require¬ 
ments  under  the  new  Labor-Management 
Relations  Act. 


Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  we 
now  come  to  the  National  Mediation, 
Board.  It  will  be  noted  that  I  am  taking 
these  ageneies  in  order  as  they  appear  in 
the  report  of  the  Senate  committee  ac¬ 
companying  the  bill  even  though  not  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  proposed  20-percent  cut. 

The  National  Mediation  Board,  for 
salaries  and  expenses  in  1942,  had  an 
appropriation  of  $172,158;  in  1950,  it  was 
$360,400. 

The  Arbitration  and  Emergency  Board 
of  the  National  Mediation  Board  had  a 
total  in  1946  of  $100,000,  with  a  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriation  of  $23,000.  In 
1950  it  had  $100,000  with  a  supplemental 


appropriation  of  $75,000.  I  suppose, 
Mr.  President,  that  is  the  same  as  a  de¬ 
ficiency  appropriation. 

The  National  Labor  Adjustment 
Board,  which  is  a  part  of  the  National 
Mediation  Board,  had  in  1942  a  total  of 
$224,530;  in  1950,  it  had  $468,100,  and  a 
supplemental  appropriation  of  $207,000. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  tables  relating  to  the  Na¬ 
tional  Mediation  Board  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

National  Mediation  Board — Salaries  and 
expenses 

Clerk’s  note. — The  items  “Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses”  and  “Printing  and  binding”  were 
consolidated  in  1950  into  a  single  “Salaries 
and  expenses”  appropriation  for  the  Na¬ 
tional  Mediation  Board.  Following  is  a 
combined  statement  of  appropriations  and 
estimates  for  these  items  in  prior  years : 


Appropriations : 

1942  _  $172,  158 

1943  _  173, 355 

1944-' _  187,  000 

1945 _  2C2,  500 

Supp.  (Public,  EfO) _  14,400 

194S _  235,  400 

1947 _  319,  000 

1248 _  1 337,  700 

1949  _  339,  600 

Pay  Act  (Public,  112) _  3,700 

1950  _  360, 400 

Estimates : 

1942  _  172, 779 

1943  _  177,355 

1944—; _  187,  000 

1945  _ - _  214,  000 

Supplemental _ : -  14,  410 

1946  _ — - _  240,  400 

1947  _ JfLl _  351,  200 

1948  _ JEL-R.1 _  347,  700 

1949  _ 359,  600 

Pay  Act  (Doc.  149) _  3,700 

1950  _  360,  430 

1951  _ - _  412,200 


1  Clerk’s  Note. — $9,000  of  this  amount  was 
rescinded  by  the  Labor -Federal  Security  Ap¬ 
propriation  Act,  1949. 

Arbitration  and  emergency  boards  (National 


Mediation  Board) 
Appropriations : 

1946  _ $100,  COO 

Deficiency _  23,  900 

Deficiency  (second,  1946) _  37,500 

1947  _  110,  000 

Suoplementai  (Public,  36) _ -  60,800 

1948  _  119, 000 

Supplemental  (Public,  519) _  48,800 

1949  _  100,  COO 

Deficiency  (Public,  119) _  36,900 

1950  _  100,  000 

Supplemental  (Public,  430) _  75,  000 

Estimates : 

1946  — . .  100,  000 

Deficiency  (H.  Doc.  296) _  23,  900 

Deficiency  (H.  Doc.  481) _  37,  500 

1947  _  110, 000 

Supplemental  (H.  Doc.  62) _  60,800 

1948  119,000 

Supplemental  (S.  Doc.  138) _  48,800 

1949  _ 100,000 

Deficiency  (S.  Doc.  38) _  36,900 

1950  _ _ _  100,  000 

Supplemental  (Doc.  350) _  75,000 

1951  _ _ _ _  150,  000 


National  Railroad  Adjustment  Board 
(National  Mediation  Board ) 

Clerk’s  Note. — The  items  “Salaries  and 
expenses”  and  "Printing  and  binding”  were 
consolidated  in  1950  into  a  single  “Salaries 
and  expenses”  appropriation  for  the  National 
Railroad  Adjustment  Board.  Following  is  a 


combined  statement  of  appropriations  and 
estimates  for  these  items  in  prior  years: 


Appropriations : 

1942  _  $224, 530 

1943  _  239, 560 

1944  _ i _  253,  000 

1945  _  239,  500 

1946  _ _ _ - _  2C3,  750 

1947  _ — _  316,  500 

Supplemental  (Public,  46) _  21,500 

1943 _  412, 000 

1949  _ 422,  200 

Deficiency  (Public,  119) _  37,600 

1950  _  468,  100 

Supplemental  (Public,  343) _ _  207,700 

Estimates : 

1C42 _ r _  230,  870 

If  3 _  253,  769 

1914 _  253,  000 

1845 _  289,  500 

1945 _  293, 750 

1947 _  317,  900 

Supplemental  (H.  Doc.  62) _ _  21,500 

1943 _  420, 600 

1949  _  422, 200 

Deficiency  (Doc.  93) _ .37,600 

1950  _  468,  100 

Supplemental  (Doc.  218) _ 207,700 

1951— _ 797,300 


Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  as  to 
the  railroad  retirement  account— Rail¬ 
road  Retirement  Board,  in  1942  it  had 
$140,850,000.  In  1950  it  had  $748,889,- 
000.  The  salaries  and  expenses  of  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Board  trust  fund  in 
1942  were  $3,150,000,  and  in  1950  were 
$5,104,000.  There  is  a  note  in  connection 
with  the  1950  figure,  “Direct  from  trust 
fund  rather  than  general  fund.” 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  these  tables  may  be  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows: 

Railroad  Retirement  Account — Railroad 
Retirement  Board 
Appropriations  : 

1942  _ 

1943  _ 

1944  _ 

1945  _ 

1946  _ 

1947  _ 

1948  _ 

1949  _ 

1950  _ 

Estimates : 

1942  _ 

1943  _ 

1944  _ 

1945  _ 

1946  _ 

1947  _ 

1948— _ 

1949  _ 

1950  _ 

1951  _ 

1  As  revised  by  H.  Doc.  161. 

2  Annual  indefinite  proposal. 

8  Definite  appropriation  amount.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  see  provisions  of  act  appropriating 
funds  for  certain  years  beyond  1950  for  mili¬ 
tary  service  credits. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Railroad  Retirement 
B.oard  (Trust  Fund) 

Clerk’s  note. — The  1950  act  provided  that 
beginning  in  1950  the  Board’s  administra¬ 
tive  expense  needs  under  the  retirement  pro¬ 
gram  be  met  directly  from  the  trust  fund 
rather  than  by  direct  general  Treasury  ap¬ 
propriation  and  subsequent  reimbursement 
from  tax  collections  prior  to  their  appro¬ 
priation.  The  following  table  of  prior  year 
direct  general  Treasury  appropriations  and 


$140,  850,  000 
214,  801,  000 
262,  720,  000 
308,  817,  000 
291,913,  000 
298,  233,  000 
685,  072,  000 
637,  986,  000 
»  748,  889,  000 

140,  850,  000 
214,  801,  000 
262,  720,  000 
308,817,000 
291,  913,  000 
298,  2S3,  COO 

1  685,  072,  000 
637,  986,  000 

2  715,  889,  COO 
2  594,000,  COO 
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estimates  is  shown  for  purposes  of  compar¬ 
ing  with  prior  years: 

Appropriations : 

1942  - -  $3,  150,  000 

1943  - - -  3,  041,  000 

1944  _ _ _  2,554,000 

1945  _  2,  499,  000 

1946  -  2,  558,  000 

Deficiency  (Second,  1946) _  170,000 

1947  _  3,  036,  000 

Supplemental  (Public,  46) _  1,  853,  000 

1948  -  5,  659,  000 

1949  _  4,  398,  000 

Deficiency  (Public,  119) _  545,950 

1950  . .  •  5,  104,  000 

Estimates  : 

1942  _  3,  169,  770 

1943  . .  3,  041,000 

1944  . . .  2,  554,  000 

1945  _  2,  499,  000 

1946..  - -  2,558,000 

Deficiency  (H.  Doc.  419) _  219,000 

1947  _  3, 039, 800 

Supplemental  (H.  Doc.  90) _  2,  166,  000 

1948  _ i  5,  659,  000 

1949.. . _  4,  398,  000 

Deficiency  (Docs.  93,  149) ...  629,950 

1950  _ a  5,  104,  000 

1951  . . . .  2  5,446,000 


•As  revised  by  H.  Doc.  161. 

•Direct  from  trust  fund  rather  than  gen¬ 
eral  fund. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  the 
next  is  salaries  and  expenses,  Federal 
Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service.  In 
1948  the  appropriations  were  $1,320,000, 
and  a  supplemental  appropriation  of 
$850,000.  In  1950,  the  appropriations 
were  $2,700,000. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  the  tables  in 
connection  with  the  Federal  Mediation 
and  Conciliation  Service  may  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Federal  Mediation  and 


Conciliation  Service 
Appropriations: 

1948  (Supplemental) _ $1,320,000 

Supp.  (Public,  430) _  850,  000 

1949  _ ' _  2,940,000 

1950  (Public,  343) _  2,700,000 

Estimates : 

1948  (H.  Doc.  386) _  2,  500,  000 

Supp.  (H.  Doc.  502) _  950,000 

1949  -  2,  940,  000 

1950  -  2,  740,  000 

1951  _ _ _  2,  949,  700 

Boards  of  inquiry,  Federal  Mediation  and 

Conciliation  Service 
Appropriations : 

1948  (Supplemental) _ $90,000 

1949  -  150,000 

1950  (Public,  343) _ 25,000 

Estimates : 

1948  (H.  Doc.  386) . 150,000 

1949. . 150,000 

1950  _  75, 000 

1951  _  50,000 


FOREIGN  COMMERCE - SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  has  transferred  about  every  respon¬ 
sibility  it  has  placed  upon  it  under  the 
Constitution,  except  voting  appropria¬ 
tions  from  taxpayers’  money  for  the 
President  of  the  United  States. 

Much  time  is  consumed  in  complain¬ 
ing  of  the  President’s  power,  but  that 
power  is  the  result  of  action  taken  by 
the  Senate.  The  action  taken  by  the 
Senate  in  extending  for  two  more  years 
the  power  of  the  President  and  the  Sec¬ 


retary  of  State  over  the  regulation  of 
foreign  commerce  is  a  good  example. 

The  Congress  of  the  United  States  is 
directly  charged  by  the  Constitution 
with  this  job,  but  by  transferring  it  to 
the  President,  any  real  work  the  Sen¬ 
ate  has  to  do  under  the  Constitution  is 
practically  eliminated.  The  Senate  then 
can  spend  most  of  an  afternoon  debat¬ 
ing  a  reduction  of  about  $11,000,000  out 
of  a  $2,000,000,000  appropriation,  and 
talk  a  couple  of  hours  about  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  certain  funds  that  amount  to 
$8,000,000  and  $15,000,000,  respectively, 
out  of  a  two  and  a  half  billion  dollars 
appropriation. 

But,  Mr.  President,  when  the  Senate 
of  the  United  States  eliminates  most  of 
its  work  and  spends  its  time  discussing 
less  than  one-half  of  1  percent  of  the 
appropriation,  it  has  lost  its  significance. 
The  people  of  the  country  would  like  to 
see  the  Senate  of  the  United  States,  that 
great  body  of  men,  that  most  exclusive 
club  in  the  world,  take  back  its  author¬ 
ity  from  the  President  of  the  United 
States  with  which  it  is  charged  by  the 
Constitution,  and  go  to  work. 

I  APPRAISAL  OP  ECONOMIC  SITUATION- 

LETTER  PROM  COUNCIL  OP  ECONOMIC 

ADVISERS  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  body  of  the  Record  at  this  point  a 
copy  of  a  letter  which  was  sent  to  the 
President  by  the  Council  of  Economic 
Advisers.  The  President  read  the  letter 
to  the  Democratic  and  Republican  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  Banking  and  Cur¬ 
rency  Committee  at  a  conference  at  the 
White  House  this  afternoon. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

June  5,  1951. 

The  President, 

The  White  House, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  This  is  In  response  to 
your  request  that  we  set  forth  very  briefly 
an  up-to-the-minute  appraisal  of  the  eco¬ 
nomic  situation  and  outlook.  The  question 
uppermost  in  many  minds  is  whether  the 
events  of  the  last  few  weeks  mark  the  dis¬ 
appearance  of  inflationary  dangers.  Our 
judgment  is  that  inflationary  pressures  in 
the  months  and  year  ahead  will  be  stronger 
than  any  yet  confronted  since  the  initial 
Korean  outbreak.  Consequently,  we  advise 
that  an  even  stronger  anti-inflationary  pro¬ 
gram  will  be  needed  to  contain  these  rising 
pressures. 

The  Council  has  often  stressed  the  fallacy 
of  placing  too  much  weight  upon  very  short 
interruptions  in  a  general  trend.  Even  when 
our  economy  is  in  a  sustained  and  powerful 
upward  movement,  it  does  not  proceed  in 
an  absolutely  straight  line.  There  are  minor 
ups  and  downs  in  the  line,  even  in  the 
course  of  a  general  climb. 

You  will  recall  that,  even  during  the 
softening  of  the  economy  in  1949,  the 
Council’s  study  of  all  the  underlying  factors 
led  to  the  conclusion  that  the  upward  move¬ 
ment  would  soon  be  vigorously  resumed. 
And  this  occurred  well  before  the  new  inter¬ 
national  developments. 

The  so-called  softening  which  some  de¬ 
tect  in  the  economy  of  today  cannot  be 
compared  in  extent  or  significance  with  that 
which  occurred  in  1949,  and  today  the  funda¬ 
mental  impulses  toward  more  inflation  are 
far  more  dominant.  In  fact,  the  Council’s 


regular  quarterly  report  to  you  at  the  end 
of  the  first  quarter  of  this  year  indicated 
that,  in  view  of  the  extraordinary  specula¬ 
tive  accumulations  of  inventories  which  had 
been  under  way,  “some  liquidation  may  take 
place,  easing  the  immediate  pressure.”  But 
we  coupled  this  statement  with  the  finding 
that  this  would  be  a  short  and  relatively 
insignificant  wavering  in  the  strongly  infla¬ 
tionary  trend. 

What  has  happened  in  the  most  recent 
weeks  can  hardly  be  called  even  a  temporary 
softening  of  the  over-all  economy,  although 
there  have  been  rather  spectacular  develop¬ 
ments  in  a  few  limited  areas.  The  over-all 
economic  situation  today  is  very  tight,  in¬ 
deed.  Industrial  production  is  at  the  peak 
reached  since  World  War  II.  Steel  is  oper¬ 
ating  several  percentage  points  above  rated 
capacity.  Unemployment  is  at  the  lowest 
levels  reached  since  World  War  II.  The  most 
recent  figures  Indicate  that  incomes  of  all 
major  types  have  risen  much  more  rapidly 
than  production,  and  this  trend,  if  unre¬ 
strained,  promises  more  spending  and  more 
inflation,  even  if  for  a  few  weeks  business 
or  consumers  have  adopted  a  wait-and-see 
attitude. 

On  top  of  this  very  tight  economic  situa¬ 
tion  we  must  continue  to  superimpose  a 
rapidly  expanding  defense  program.  Before 
the  middle  of  next  year  the  annual  rate  of 
expenditures  for  national  security  will  be 
more  than  twice  as  high  as  the  current 
annual  rate.  This  means  an  increase  of 
more  than  $30,000,000,000  at  an  annual  rate. 
This  stark  fact  alone,  made  necessary  by  the 
world  situation,  is  in  itself  compelling  evi¬ 
dence  that  inflationary  pressures  will  mount. 

Another  increased  inflationary  pressure 
will  arise  because  the  budgetary  surplus  of 
recent  months  will  be  replaced  by  a  growing 
deficit,  due  to  the  rapid  acceleration  of  de¬ 
fense  outlays.  This  would  be  true  for  some 
time,  even  if  there  were  now  prompt  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  entire  new  tax  program  which 
you  have  proposed  to  the  Congress. 

Still  another  inflationary  pressure  will  re¬ 
sult  because  the  total  of  all  kinds  of  income 
is  going  to  increase  greatly  during  the  com¬ 
ing  months,  at  a  time  when  the  supply  of 
civilian  goods  cannot  be  correspondingly  in¬ 
creased.  Even  with  an  effective  stabilization 
program,  more  employment,  longer  hours, 
some  adjustments  in  prices  and  wages,  and 
the  expansion  of  defense  production  and  nec¬ 
essary  supporting  production,  will  swell  the 
total  volume  of  incomes  of  all  kinds.  With¬ 
out  an  effective  stabilization  program,  the 
increase  in  private  demand  between  now  and 
the  early  part  of  next  year  could  be  as  great 
or  greater  than  the  increase  in  necessary 
defense  outlays.  If  both  of  these  things 
should  happen  at  the  same  time,  the  infla¬ 
tionary  results  would  seriously  weaken  the 
structure  of  the  economy. 

In  weighing  the  effect  that  more  infla¬ 
tion  would  have  upon  the  defense  program, 
upon  business  confidence,  upon  the  condi¬ 
tion  of  the  American  dollar,  and — most  im¬ 
portant  of  all — upon  the  morale  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people,  we  must  bear  in  mind  what  has 
already  happened.  Since  the  initial  Korean 
outbreak  a  year  ago,  wholesale  prices  have 
increased  about  16  percent,  the  cost  of  living 
has  increased  about  8  y2  percent,  and  food 
prices  more  than  11  percent.  The  spot  mar¬ 
ket  prices  of  28  key  commodities  have  in¬ 
creased  more  than  34  percent.  The  increases 
of  some  commodity  prices  have  been  fan¬ 
tastic.  Wool  tops  have  increased  55  percent, 
tin  78  percent,  and  natural  rubber  134  per¬ 
cent.  And  all  of  this  came  on  top  of  a 
serious  inflationary  movement  between  1946 
and  1949.  These  figures  mean  that  we  now 
have  no  margin  of  safety  in  tolerating  more 
Inflation. 

To  meet  this  menace  of  inflation  clearly  re¬ 
quires  a  rounded  and  vigorous  program.  It 
requires  even  more  tax  increases  than  have 
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■i  proposed  to  the  Congress,  al- 
ppreciate  the  economic  sound- 
tig  these  proposals  in  a  series  of 
i*fj§  of  all  at  once.  The  contain- 
tion  also  requires  the  continua- 
aints  upon  inflationary  credit, 
enlarged  savings.  It  requires 
straints  upon  profits,  wages,  and 
other  forms  \f  income,  because  if  incomes 
grow  too  rapidly  there  will  be  no  way  of 
holding  spending  down  to  safe  levels.  It 
requires  firm  stabilization  of  prices  and  the 
cost  of  living,  because  without  such  stabili¬ 
zation  there  will  be  no  way  to  prevent  both 
profits  and  wages  from  getting  out  of  hand. 
It  requires  also  continuation  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  the  production  aids  contained  in  the 
Defense  Production  Act,  because  in  the  long 
run  the  expansion  of  production  is  a  funda¬ 
mental  approach  to  the  shortages  which 
breed  inflation.  \ 

The  most  compelling  evidence  that  a  well- 
rounded  program  can  protect  thA,  country 
against  further  inflation  is  that  the 'program 
thus  far  enacted  by  the  Congress  and  applied 
by  the  executive  branch  has  already  produced 
substantial  results.  Since  the  General  Ceil¬ 
ing  Price  Regulation  went  into  effect  in  Feb¬ 
ruary,  wholesale  prices  have  increased  les3._ 
than  1  percent,  and  since  a  month  ago  they 
have  actually  declined  slightly.  The  latest 
indications  are  that  consumer  prices  have 
leveled  off.  The  spot  market  prices  of  28 
important  commodities  have  declined  almost 
7  y2  percent  since  the  General  Ceiling  Price 
Regulation,  and  the  decline  has  continued 
during  the  past  few  weeks.  Many  other  ex¬ 
amples  could  be  cited,  for  example,  in  the 
credit  and  construction  field. 

It  is  idle  and  even  dangerous  to  speculate 
as  to  which  of  these  programs  has  done  most 
to  help  get  inflation  under  control.  The 
vital  fact  is  that  these  programs,  all  taken 
together,  have  been  authorized  and  applied 
to  fight  inflation — and  taken  together,  they 
have  already  achieved  considerable  success 
in  his  fight  against  inflation.  There  is  no 
use  guessing  what  might  have  happened  un¬ 
der  different  circumstances  when  we  know 
what  has  actually  happened  under  actual 
circumstances. 

This  points  up  to  the  conclusion  that  no 
one  measure,  and  no  two  or  three  measures, 
can  alone  do  the  job  of  controlling  inflation. 
We  need  all  of  the  necessary  measures  so 
that  they  can  be  used  in  effective  combina¬ 
tion.  For  example,  the  tax  increases  already 
enacted  had  to  be  reinforced  by  price  and 
wage  stabilization  to  achieve  the  progress 
thus  far  made  in  bringing  inflation  under 
control.  We  should  not  abandon  even  some 
of  the  necessary  measures  when  the  dangers, 
ahead  are  even  greater  than  those  of  the 
recent  past.  7 

The  greater  dangers  ahead  do  not  mean 
that  we  must  have  more  inflation.  Thffey  do 
mean  that  we  will  have  more  inflation  if  we 
relax  our  eflorts,  or  fail  to  strengthen  the 
weak  links  in  the  chain  of  effective  controls. 
The  economic  outlook  calls  fop'a  stronger 
anti-inflationary  program,  using  both  indi¬ 
rect  and  direct  controls  to  safeguard  us  in 
the  trying  months  and  years  immediately 
ahead.  In  2  years  or  so,  it  the  international 
situation  does  not  worsen,  the  expansion  of 
our  productive  ability  Should  enable  us  to 
relax  or  do  away  with  the  kinds  of  controls 
which  none  of  us  likes  in  peacetime. 
Respectfully  yours, 

Leon  I".  Keyserling, 

Chairman. 
John  D.  Clark. 

Roy  Blough. 

MARITIME  MATTERS— LETTER  FROM 

HOYT  S.  HADDOCK  TO  EDWARD  KEAT¬ 
ING,  EDITOR  OF  LABOR 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  body  of  the  Record  a  letter  written 


to  Mr.  Edward  Keating,  editor  of  Labor, 
from  Hoyt  S.  Haddock,  executive  secre¬ 
tary  of  the  CIO  Maritime  Committee. 
The  letter  relates  to  an  article  by  Mr. 
Keating,  published  in  one  of  the  editions 
of  Labor,  appearing  in  a  section  called 
“News  of  Congress,”  in  which  he  dis¬ 
cusses  certain  parts  of  the  debate  re¬ 
garding  maritime  matters  and  the  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriation  bill  of  1951. 
Apparently  Labor  had  a  mistaken  im¬ 
pression  as  to  what  the  facts  were  in  the 
matter,  and  I  therefore  ask  that  the  let¬ 
ter  be  printed  in  the  Record  so  that  the 
facts  may  be  made  clear. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

CIO  Maritime  Committee, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  May  31,  1951, 

Mr.  Edwaf.d  Keating, 

Editor,  Labor, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Keating:  I  am  writing  you  to 
clarify  several  of  the  statements  contained  in 
an  article  in  your  issue  of  May  26,  1951.  The 
story  in  question,  entitled  “Shipowners  Lost 
Struggle  To  Prevent  Curb  on  Profits,”  ap- 
_  >ars  under  the  byline  of  Alfred  M.  Green/ 
irftthe  section  "News  of  Congress.”  The  chal¬ 
lenged  statements  are  taken  from  one  side  of 
the  debate  in  the  House  on  the  supplemental 
appropriation  bill  for  1951. 

Before  dealing  with  the  inaccurate'  state¬ 
ments  appearing  in  the  article,  I  believe  it 
advisable  t'6.  call  your  attention  to  the  fact 
that  the  CIO  Maritime  Committee  has  con¬ 
stant!^  advocated,  and  will  continue  to  advo¬ 
cate,  tne  adoption  of  legislation  which  will 
take  the  profit  ou'tof  war.  We  were  following 
this  principle  in  1946  when  we  urged  that  a 
provison  be  inserted  in  the  Ship  Sales  Act  of 
1946  reserving  to  the  Government  the  unlim¬ 
ited  right  to  reacquire  the  World  War  II  sur¬ 
plus  vessels  sold  under1  the  act  at  the  sales 
price,  less  depredation,  plus  any  improve¬ 
ments  placed  qii  them  by' the  purchasers. 
Congress  saw  fjt  to  disregard  our  proposal. 

The  vessels-were  sold  without  a  contractual 
provision  limiting  the  price  to  be  paid  if  the 
Government  found  it  necessary  to  reacquire 
the  shipb.  In  the  absence  of  such  a  con¬ 
tractual  provision  the  Government,  \n  ac¬ 
cord  With  the  provision  of  the  fifth  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  Constitution,  is  legally  bound 
tcvpay  just  compensation  for  the  requisition 
the  ships  for  title  or  use.  This  situation 
'was  fully  discussed  before  the  appropriate 
congressional  committees  considering  the 
Ship  Sales  Act  and  during  the  debates  in 
both  Houses.  In  the  light  of  the  then  con¬ 
trolling  economic  factors,  Congress  decided 
to  sell  surplus  ships  on  a  basis  comparable  to 
the  sales  of  other  surplus  war  materials. 

An  examination  of  the  Congressional  Rec¬ 
ord  will  disclose  that  the  Congressman  and 
many  proponents  of  the  Thomas  proposal  re. 
f erred  to  in  the  article  voted  to  pass  the 
Ship  Sales  Act  and  to  approve  the  conference 
report  of  a  bill  that  was  far  less  restrictive 
than  the  sales  measure  originally  passed  by 
the  House  (Congressional  Record,  vol.  82, 
pt.  2,  79th  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  p.  1650). 

To  attempt  at  this  late  date  to  retroactive¬ 
ly  limit  the  payment  of  just  compensation 
only  to  American  purchasers  of  World  War  II 
surplus  vessels  and  not  place  any  comparable 
restriction  on  foreign  shipowners  who  ac¬ 
quired  our  surplus  war  vessels  is  discrimina¬ 
tory  and  unjust  to  the  American  citizen  who 
legally  purchased  in  good  faith.  Approxi¬ 
mately  800  ships  were  sold  for  operation  un¬ 
der  the  American  flag.  The  prohibition  of 
the  Thomas  amendment  would  apply  to  these 
chips.  About  1,100  vessels  were  sold  for  for¬ 
eign-flag  operation.  These  would  escape. 

In  the  article  it  is  emphasized  “that  Sen¬ 
ator  John  H.  Williams,  carried  on  the  fight 


but  was  less  successful.”  May  I  call  your 
attention  to  the  Congressional  Record  of 
May  8,  1951  (82d  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  p.  5146), 
that  during  the  course  of  the  debate  on  the 
Thomas  proposal,  it  appears  that  the  legis¬ 
lative  counsel  of  the  Senate  gave  an  opinion 
that  the  proviso  was  unconstitutional  in  its 
application  to  the  ship  purchasers.  This 
opinion  is  share  by  all  other  attorneys  with 
whom  I  have  discussed  the  matter. 

The  article  indicates  Congressman  Thomas 
cited  several  examples  of  alleged  unconscion¬ 
able  profits  made  by  shipowners  during 
World  War  II  and  proceeds  to  detail  one 
such  transaction.  There  is  no  doubt  that 
during  times  of  national  emergency  ship¬ 
owners  realize  large  profits.  This  is  true  for 
all  industries..  The  cited  transaction,  how¬ 
ever,  dees  not  disclose  all  of  the  pertinent 
facts.  Reference  is  made  to  charter  hire 
paid  by  the  Government  in  the  sum  of  $1,- 
C43.000.  The  inference  is  that  the  entire 
sum  constitutes  profit.  This  is  not  true. 
Cur  investigation  of  the  facts  is  that  the 
owner  of  the  vessel  in  question  (steamship 
Alcoa,'  Leader)  received  “time  charter  hire” 
in  the  above  amount  for  a  period  of  about 

J  years.  Under  the  time  form  of  charter, 
!  owner  must  pay  the  direct  operating 
lenses  of  the  vessel.  Direct  operating 
ts,  generally  computed  at  70  percent  of 
the  vessel  income,  are  divided  as  follows: 

Percent 

Wages _ 42 

Subsistence _  6 

Maintenance  and  repairs _ 8 

Hull  and  machinery  insurance _ i _ _  7 

Stores  and  supplies _  5 

Miscellaneous _ r _  2 

Direct  operating  costs  do  not  include  over¬ 
head,  depreciation,  taxes,  or  profit.  A  review 
of  the  hearings  held  by  the  House  Merchant 
Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee  during  the 
Seventy-eighth  Congress  shows  that  charter 
rates  (time  and  bareboat)  were  fixed  at  a 
level  to  provide  a  reasonable  return  to  the 
owner,  generally  considered  to  be  10  percent 
(H.  Doc.  20A,  78th  Cong.,  2d  sess.).  This 
profit  is  much  less  than  the  general  level 
of  profit  realized  by  other  industries. 

.  further  omission  of  a  material  fact  ap¬ 
pears  in  connection  with  the  sale  of  the  ves¬ 
sel  for  $210,000  and  the  payment  of  $435,307 
for  the  loss  of  the  ship.  The  implication  is 
that  the  owner  made  $225,300  at  the  expense 
of  the  Government.  The  figures  are  correct. 
The  fact  that  is  concealed  is  that  the  loss 
was  covered  by  a  Government  policy  of  war- 
risk  insurance  for  which  policy  the  vessel 
owner  paid  premiums  computed  at  a  rate 
based  on  a  declared  value  and  in  accordance 
With  sound  actuarial  schedules.  In  other 
words,  the  Government  as  insurer  paid  an 
Insurance  loss. 

That  the  writing  of  marine  war-risk  in¬ 
surance  was  good  business  for  the  Govern¬ 
ment  is  -.conclusively  shown  in  a  report  of 
the  Comjftroller  General.  In  the  audit  en¬ 
titled  “Report  on  Audit  of  United  States 
Maritime  Commission  for  the  Fiscal  Years 
Ended  June  30,  1948  and  1949”  (H.  Doc.  465, 
81st  Cong.,  2d  sess.)  the  Comptroller 
General  (p.  73)  shows  a  profit  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  $127,285,014  from  this  operation. 

My  motive  in  presenting  the  foregoing 
facts  is  solely  to  clear  the  record.  I  am  cer¬ 
tain  that  Mr.  Green  and  jour  newspaper  ac¬ 
cepted  the  statements  appearing  in  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  at  face  value.  You  had 
every  right  to  do  so.  Unfortunately  the 
statements  did  not  tell  the  whole  story. 

In  the  past  our  two  organizations  have 
cooperated  fully  in  matters  of  common  in¬ 
terest.  We  have  also  exchanged  information 
and  facts  prior  to  taking  a  position  on  legis¬ 
lation  or  matters  of  interest  in  our  particular 
fields.  I  trust  that  these  cordial  relations 
Will  continue  in  the  future. 

Fraternally  yours, 

Hoyt  S.  Haddock, 
Executive  Secretary. 
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unfortunate  that  the  publishers  of  Time 
rrtagazine  saw  fit  to  print  this  story  at 
this  time.  Had  it  been  used  8  months 
ago,  tjie  description  of  conditions  pre- 
vailingv.  at  Pickett  would  largely  have 
been  accurate. 

The  Fotly-third  Division  was  called 
into  Federal  service  last  September  and 
ordered  to  Camp  Pickett  for  training. 
During  the  first  2  or  3  months  there  was 
a  state  of  great''  confusion.  The  camp 
itself  was  completely  unready  for  occu¬ 
pancy.  Supplies  of  ill  kinds,  even  proper 
food,  were  lacking  forthe  first  few  weeks. 
The  post  was  overcrowded  within  a  short 
time.  Arrangements  for  family  de¬ 
pendency  allowances  were  faulty  and 
many  families  did  not  receive  their  al¬ 
lotments  for  weeks  or  montlisafter  the 
men  were  called  into  service,  Members 
of  Congress  from  Rhode  Island,  Con¬ 
necticut,  and  Vermont  received  hundreds 
of  complaints  about  conditions  at  Camp 
Pickett.  \ 

The  situation  which  prevailed  at  tha\ 
time,  however,  was  in  no  way  the  fault 
of  the  Forty-third  Division  or  its  officers. 
The  Pentagon  had  simply  ordered  the 
men  into  Federal  service  without  making 
preparations  to  receive  them.  This  sit¬ 
uation  can  be  multiplied  many  times 
over. 

When  the  Forty-third  was  ordered  into 
Federal  service,  it  was  generally  believed 
that  the  United  States  might  become 
involved  in  world  war  III  within  a  few 
months  time.  The  commanding  gen¬ 
eral  of  the  division,  Maj.  Gen.  Kenneth 
F.  Cramer,  was  directed  to  have  his  men 
ready  for  combat  service  in  28  weeks. 

Possibly  with  a  view  to  toughening  his 
men  in  the  least  possible  time.  General 
Cramer  issued  many  restrictive  orders. 
Some  of  these  orders  appeared  to  be 
petty  and  childish  restrictions  which 
v/ere  strongly  resented  by  the  men  of 
the  Forty-third.  Opportunities  of  the 
men  to  visit  their  families  in  nearby 
towns  were  severely  restricted,  although 
the  general  himself  did  not  comply  with 
the  order  which  limited  the  opportunity 
of  his  men  to  be  with  their  families.  The 
fact  that  the  general’s  own  family  was 
ensconced  upon  the  post  grounds  prob¬ 
ably  resulted  in  more  dissatisfaction 
among  his  officers  and  men  than  did  any 
other  cause.  It  was  only  natural  that 
the  men  of  the  Forty-third  Division  re¬ 
sented  any  order  issued  by  the  com¬ 
manding  general  which  he  himself  was 
not  willing  to  observe. 

During  the  time  the  Forty-third  Divi¬ 
sion  has  been  at  Camp  Pickett,  I  have 
been  in  almost  daily  communication 
with  members  of  this  division.  Early 
this  spring  I  spent  a  ^Ay  at  the  camp, 
having  meals  with  the  men  and  talk¬ 
ing  with  possibly  9,  hundred  different 
members  of  this  division.  I  am  happy 
to  say  that  the  fodd  at  Camp  Pickett  ap¬ 
pears  to  be  excellent,  that  the  training 
the  men  have  received  is  good,  as  re¬ 
ported  by  men  far  more  familiar  with 
military  practices  than  I  am.  This  is 
evidenced  by  the  fact  that  already  con¬ 
siderable  numbers  of  officers  and  men 
have  been  sent  into  service  in  the 
Pacific  area. 

The  restrictions  originally  imposed 
upon  the  men  have  been  somewhat 


eased.  The  morale  of  the  division,  at 
least  as  far  as  the  One  Hundred  and 
Seventy-second  Vermont  Regiment  is 
concerned,  is  quite  high — as  high  as  can 
be  expected  from  any  group  of  men  who 
have  left  their  homes  and  businesses  to 
spend  months  in  an  Army  training  camp. 
Recreational  facilities  still  appear  to  be 
inadequate  and  there  seems  to  be  a  con¬ 
siderable  shortage  of  ordinary  equip¬ 
ment. 

On  the  whole,  the  Forty-third  Divi¬ 
sion  appears  to  be  amply  able  to  defend 
its  tradition.  No  division  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Armed  Forces  made  a  more  glorious 
record  during  World  War  II  than  did  the 
Forty-third  Division  in  its  progress  from 
Guadalcanal  to  the  Philippines  under  the 
leadership  of  a  truly  great  Vermonter, 
Maj.  Gen.  Leonard  F.  Wing. 

As  for  the  Time  magazine  reference 
to  the  appellation  of  “cry-baby  division” 
which  the  Pentagon  is  rumored  to  have 
applied  to  the  Forty-third,  I  had  not 
heard  of  such  name  calling  until  the 
,  article  appeared  in  Time  magazine. 
That  name  calling  within  the  services 
(Joes  exist  would  not  be  surprising.  It 
is  t^ommon  knowledge  that  professional 
military  men  look  down  upon  National 
Guard  men.  It  is  common  knowledge 
that  Ma^or  General  Cramer  is  not  and 
has  not  been  in  favor  with  the  top  levels 
at  the  Pentagon.  / 

It  is  my  understanding  that'  shortly 
after  the  termination  of  hostilities  in 
World  War  II  directive  was  issued  by 
the  service  departments  prohibiting  the 
practice  of  name  calling  within  the  serv¬ 
ices.  This  directive,  I  understand,  was 
brought  about  by  tl)£-  use  of  the  term 
“trade-school  boys”hs  applied  to  gradu¬ 
ates  of  our  service  academies.  I  have 
called  the  attention  of  Secretary  Pace 
to  the  premise 'that  prohibition  against 
name  calling  should  be  a  two-way 
proposition,/ 

It  is  also  common  knowledge,  as  has 
been  strdngly  evidenced  during  repent 
weeks,  that  our  Military  Establishment, 
from  the  Commander  in  Chief  down, 
strongly  resents  a  freedom  of  expression- 
or  communication  with  members  of 
Congress  by  members  of  the  Armed 
Forces.  It  is  an  indisputable  fact,  how¬ 
ever,  that  our  Armed  Forces  today  are 
in  much  better  condition  than  they 
would  have  been  had  the  men  in  service 
not  communicated  v/ith  their  Senators 
and  Representatives  in  Congress. 

The  extremely  deplorable  conditions 
existing  at  the  Lackland  Air  Base  and 
the  correction  of  such  conditions  follow¬ 
ing  an  investigation  by  an  Armed  Forces 
Subcommittee  of  the  Senate  is  a  striking 
example  of  this. 

When  the  time  comes  that  men  and 
officers  in  the  armed  services  cannot 
communicate  with  Members  of  Congress, 
then  we  may  consider  that  democracy 
in  America  has  come  to  an  end. 

TROUBLES  STEMMING  PROM  TEHRAN 
AND  YALTA — STATEMENT  BY  JAMES  A. 
PARLEY 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  Mr. 
James  A.  Farley  says  that  the  problems 
of  the  world  stem  from  Tehran  and 
Yalta.  He  addressed  the  graduating 
class  at  St.  Anselm’s  College  at  Man¬ 
chester,  N.  H.,  on  June  8.  An  Associated 


Press  dispatch  reporting  this  statement 
reads,  in  part,  as  follows:  , 

James  A.  Parley,  a  member  of  President 
Roosevelt’s  Cabinet,  said  today  it  is  his  "sol¬ 
emn  conviction  that  many  of  the  proh*6ms 
besetting  the  world  would  not  be  wjfch  us 
if  we  had  a  vigorous,  alert,  and  forceful 
leader  at  Tehran  and  Yalta.”  / 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  en¬ 
tire  press  release  be  printed -in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  at  this  point  as  a  part  0!  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Farley  Says  Problem^of  World  Stem  From 
Tehran  and  Yalta 

Manchester,  N.  JR..,  June  8. — James  A.  Far¬ 
ley,  a  member  of  President  Roosevelt’s  Cab¬ 
inet,  said  today  it  is  his  “solemn  conviction 
that  many  of  the  problems  besetting  the 
world  would  not  be  with  us  if  we  had  had  a 
vigorous,  alert,  and  forceful  leader  at  Tehran 
and  Yb.1%6.” 

Spealdng  at  St.  Anselm’s  College  com¬ 
mencement,  the  former  Postmaster  General 
said./ 

/There  the  peace  was  lost  while  we  were 
Winning  the  war.  And  the  peace  was  lost 
because  our  leader  (President  Roosevelt) 
was  no  longer  the  gallant  warrior  against 
fear,  but  a  weary,  overburdened  man  who 
had  given  his  all  in  a  supreme  effort  to  not 
only  solve  the  problems  of  our  Nation  but  of 
the  world. 

“We  all  know  that  there  is  a  limit  to  the 
endurance  of  body  and  mind — and  for  16 
years,  starting  in  1929,  our  late  President 
carried  a  back-breaking,  heart-breaking 
burden  in  Albany  and  Washington.  It  was 
a  miracle  that  he  was  able  to  carry  on  phys¬ 
ically  and  mentally  throughout  that  long 
period.” 

The  former  National  Democratic  Commit¬ 
tee  chairman  said  that  “in  the  vital  realm 
of  politics  *  *  *  it  is  essential  that  the 

torch  of  leadership  be  passed  on  to  others, 
preferably  to  younger  men.” 

“If  younger  men  are  not  trained  step  by 
step  to  take  over  leadership  there  is  danger 
that  the  race  may  be  set  back  or  lost,”  he 
added. 

“Leaders  do  not  spring  full  grown  into 
public  office  *  *  *  but  must  patiently 

climb  to  eminences  of  trust  through  accom¬ 
plished  performance  in  positions  of  trust 
whether  private  or  public.” 

Mr.  Farley  said  that  he  opposed  a  third 
.term  for  the  President  in  1940  because  he 
feared  Mr.  Roosevelt  was  “listening  to  cour¬ 
tiers  and  coat-tail  riders.” 

“t  could  see  nothing  but  danger  to  the 
party  and  to  the  Nation  by  continued  occu¬ 
pancy  qf  office  in  contradiction  to  the  ex¬ 
pressed  Wisdom  of  founding  fathers.  I  was 
impelled  "by  deep  conviction  to  take  the 
course  of  opposition.  I  knew  it  was  a  losing 
Agbt,  but  felt- that  the  fight  had  to  be  made. 

“Every  passing  day,  especially  as  I  look 
upon  a  world  torn  by  strife,  has  convinced 
me  that  I  was  right.  I  do  not  rejoice  in  my  , 
rightness.  I  would  rather  be  wrong  and  the  ' 
world  happier.” 

St.  Anselm’s  conferred  the  honorary  de¬ 
gress  of  doctor  of  laws  01*  Mr.  Farley. 

CALL  OF  THE  ROLL 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  roll  was  called,  and  the  following 
Senators  answered  to  their  names: 


Aiken 

Bennett 

Benton 

Brewster 

Bridges 

Butler,  Md. 

Butler,  Nebr. 


Byrd 

Cain 

Capehart 

Chavez 

Clements 

Connally 

Cordon 


Dirlcsen 

Duff 

Dworshak 

Eastland 

Ecton 

Ellender 

Fergusoa 
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[rear 

iilbright 

George 
Gillette 
Green 
Hajrden 
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The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
MartinI  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Tobey]  is  absent  on  official  business 
of  the  Committee  on  Crime  Investiga¬ 
tion. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  A  quorjun  is 
present. 


Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from!  Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson] 
has  asked  me  to  announce  that  he  is 
absent  from  the  Senate  today  because 
of  the  necessity  of  filling  a  long-standing 
commitment  to  speak  at  the-  annual 
meeting  of  [he  board  of  the  United  Sea¬ 
men’s  Service  in  New  York.  This  com¬ 
mitment  wa$  made  over  3  weeks  ago. 

As  most  Senators  know,  United  Sea¬ 
men’s  Service  is  an  organization  dedi¬ 
cated  to  the  Welfare  of  American  mer¬ 
chant  seamen  throughout  the  world. 
Through  this  organization,  management 
and  labor  havelsought  to  provide  in  the 
most  important', ports  of  the  world  cen¬ 
ters  where  seamen  can  meet  their 
friends  or  spend  leisure  hours  in  a 
wholesome  atmosphere. 

It  is  one  of  tne  most  commendable 
efforts  undertake^  by  ihe  shipping  in¬ 
dustry  for  the  welfare  of  our  merchant 
seamen. 

Within  the  past  few  months  this  or¬ 
ganization  has  stated,  equipped,  and 
opened  a  center  in  Japan. 

It  was  only  logical  that  the  Board 
of  Directors  of  the  ‘United  Seamen’s 
Service  should  request’ the  Senator  from 
Washington  to  appear'  as  chief  speaker 
at  their  annual  meeting  being  held  in 
New  York  today,  as  he  isi  one  of  the  out¬ 
standing  members  of  tfye  Congress  on 
merchant  marine  matters. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson]  ,  the  Senator  ‘from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Douglas],  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  ^he  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver],  and  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  May- 
bank]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mur¬ 
ray]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  on 
official  business,  having  been  appointed  a 
representative  of  our  Government  to  at¬ 
tend  the  International  Labor  Conference 
being  held  in  Geneva,  Switzerland. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce 
that  the  Senators  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Bricker  and  Mr.  Taft],  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Lodge!,  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Flanders], 
and  the  Senator  from  Colorado  I  Mr. 
Milkikin]  are  necessarily  absent.  ' 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carl¬ 
son],  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
[Mr.  Case],  and  the  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin  [Mr.  Wiley]  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

The  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Kem] 
is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 


LABOR-FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1952 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  3709)  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Department  of  La¬ 
bor,  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and 
related  independent  agencies,  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Lehman]  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Fer¬ 
guson],  for  himself  and  other  Senators. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  as 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  which  re¬ 
ported  this  bill,  I  fully  realize  and  ap¬ 
preciate  the  fact  that  the  Senate  is  pass¬ 
ing  on  the  bill,  but  I  wish  all  96  Sena¬ 
tors  to  realize  what  is  before  them  be¬ 
fore  they  take  action.  For  that  reason, 
I  have  prepared  a  short  statement  in  re¬ 
gard  to  the  effect  of  the  amendment 
submitted  by  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan. 

I  want  all  Senators  to  realize  that  the 
budget  estimates  for  all  agencies  em¬ 
braced  in  this  bill  amount  to  $2,744,253, 
760,  approximately  $270,000,000  more 
than  was  appropriated  for  the  current 
fiscal  year  for  these  purposes.  I  should 
like  to  have  all  Senators  to  follow  these 
figures  with  me. 

The  substantial  increase  in  the  esti¬ 
mates  over  the  1951  appropriations  is 
explained,  first,  by  the  abandonment  of 
the  contract  authority  provisions,  for 
which  in  the  1951  bill  there  was  provi¬ 
sion  for  $100, 000, 000-plus,  whereas  in 
this  bill  the  provision  for  new  obliga- 
tional  authority  is  in  the  form  of  cash; 
second,  by  the  increase  of  $124, 000, 000- 
plus  for  payment  to  the  railroad  retire¬ 
ment  trust  fund;  and,  third,  by  a  $20,- 
000,000  increase  requested  for  public  as¬ 
sistance. 

By  the  way,  Mr.  President,  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  recommended  $150,000,000 
less  than  the  amount  of  the  estimate  for 
grants  for  public  assistance. 

Of  the  total  of  $2,744,253,760,  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  $2,500,000,000  is  for  grants  and 
benefits.  Senators  should  not  think  that 
all  of  the  $2,744,000,000  is  payroll  funds. 
I  want  Senators  to  understand  the  facts 
about  these  matters,  and  then  do  what 
they  think  is  proper  and  fit.  If  Senators 
wish  to  cut  these  funds  by  10  percent, 
that  is  up  to  them;  but,  first,  they 
should  understand  what  the  Senate  is 
acting  on. 

As  I  have  just  said,  $2,500,000,000  of 
the  total  amount  is  for  grants  to  States 
for  administration  of  the  employment 
services  and  unemployment  compensa¬ 
tion  programs;  for  grants  for  public  as¬ 
sistance;  for  the  employees’  compensa¬ 
tion  fund;  for  hospital  construction;  for 
school  construction,  maintenance,  and 


operation;  for  grants  dealing  with  pub¬ 
lic  health  matters;  and  for  payments  to 
the  railroad  retirement  trust  fund.  The 
total  for  these  purposes  is  $2,577,431,- 
968. 

One  hundred  and  ninety-nine  million 
eight  hundred  and  twenty-eight  thou¬ 
sand  and  seven  hundred  and  eight  dol¬ 
lars  is  for  the  Department  of  Labor. 
When  compared  to  the  total  amount  of 
appropriations  carried  in  this  bill,  the 
appropriation  for  the  Department  of 
Labor  is  infinitesimal. 

One  billion  seven  hundred  and  sixty- 
four  million  six  hundred  and  three  thou¬ 
sand  two  hundred  and  sixty  dollars  is  for 
the  Federal  Security  Agency. 

Six  hundred  and  thirteen  million  dol¬ 
lars  is  for  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Board. 

On  Friday,  the  senior  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas]  said  the  committee 
has  made  very  minor  reductions  in  the 
appropriations  carried  in  the  bill  as  it 
came  from  the  House  of  Representatives; 
he  said  that  the  $112,867,530  by  which 
the  committee  has  voted  to  reduce  the 
allowances  made  by  the  House  is  of 
little  moment.  Mr.  President,  the  bill 
as  reported  to  the  Senate  by  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  carries  appropria¬ 
tions  amounting  to  $112,000,000  less  than 
the  allowances  made  by  the  House  of 
Representatives.  When  a  reduction  of 
$112,000,000  is  made  in  the  committee, 
I  do  not  think  it  can  be  said  that  such 
a  reduction  is  of  very  little  moment. 

Let  us  reflect  on  the  charges  made  by 
the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  BENTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  at  this  point? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BENTON.  Is  it  not  fair  to  say  that 
the  contention  made  by  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  was  that  these  were 
actually  bookkeeping  transactions, 
rather  than  reductions  in  fact  in  the 
budget,  and  that  they  represented  ad¬ 
justments  which  could  have  been  made 
next  year  or  the  year  after  that? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No;  we  are  talking 
about  Uncle  Sam’s  dollars,  $112,000,000 
of  them. 

Mr.  BENTON.  But  the  contention  of 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  was,  if  I  prop¬ 
erly  understood  him — he  is  not  now  on 
the  floor,  and  that  is  the  only  reason  why 
I  rise  to  ask  the  question — that  these 
were  bookkeeping  adjustments  which 
could  be  made  2  years  or  3  years 
from  now  or  at  any  other  time  in  the 
future,  and  are  not,  in  fact,  reductions  in 
expenditures. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No.  Of  course,  they 
could  be  made  2  years  or  3  years  or  10 
years  from  now,  but  the  fact  remains 
that  the  committee  did  it  now. 

Mr.  BENTON.  I  am  sorry  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  is  not  here  to  interpret  his 
speech,  but  that  is  the  way  I  understood 
it. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  remember  when  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  sought  to  have 
an  appropriation  made  for  civil-defense 
activities,  and  at  that  time  he  did  not 
think  so  much  about  economy.  However, 
when  it  comes  to  a  question  of  allowing 
sufficient  funds  for  a  hospital  or  for 
cancer  research  or  for  mental  health  ac- 
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tivities,  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
is  very  economical.  I  am  glad  of  that; 
that  is  all  right. 

Mr.  BENTON.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  think  the  Senator  has  understood 
my  question. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No;  I  decline  to  yield 
at  the  moment. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  declines  to  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Let  us  now  reflect  on 
the  charges  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  NEELY.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
ask  the  able  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
whether  both  the  subcommittee  and  the 
full  committee  carefully  considered  the 
subject  which  the  Senate  is  now  dis¬ 
cussing? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Not  only  did  we  do 
that,  but  the  Senator  would  be  surprised 
to  know  that  nine  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  privately,  in  the  committee  room, 
voted  to  report  the  bill.  Notwithstand¬ 
ing  that,  only  the  other  day  nine  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee  voted  for  cuts 
in  the  appropriation.  That,  of  course, 
is  their  own  business,  and  no  one  is  com¬ 
plaining  about  it,  except  that  I  desire 
to  give  them  a  little  factual  information. 
The  committee  cut  repeatedly.  As  a 
general  rule,  as  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  knows,  it  is  expected  that  the 
Senate  committee  will  restore  cuts  made 
by  the  House.  In  this  instance,  we  cut 
$112,000,000  more  than  did  the  House. 

Mr.  NEELY.  Is  it  not  true  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  and  his  sub¬ 
committee  also  decided,  in  effect,  that 
the  matter  to  which  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  has  referred  is  one  of  reality 
instead  of  bookkeeping  hocus  pocus? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  NEELY.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
circumstances,  since  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut,  in  defending  the  opposing 
argument  made  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  has 
indicated  that  it  is  so  incomprehensible 
that  the  Senator  from  Connecticut,  even 
with  his  unlimited  education  and  un¬ 
surpassable  ability,  is  unable  to  interpret 
it  without  the  assistance  of  its  eminent 
author,  I  must  support  the  committee’s 
comprehensible,  logical,  and  impressive 
recommendation  instead  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  is  designed  to  impair  it. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  President,  let  us  now  reflect  on 
the  charges  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 
The  total  estimates  for  grants  and  bene¬ 
fits,  not  merely  grants  and  benefits  to 
Alabama,  Connecticut,  Illinois,  Arizona, 
New  York,  New  Mexico,  or  Arkansas 
but  the  total  grants  and  benefits — and 
I  repeat,  we  are  not  now  talking  about 
payrolls — are,  as  I  outlined  before,  $2,- 
577,431,968,  leaving  for  all  other  objects 
of  expenditure— that  is,  for  travel,  per¬ 
sonal  services,  communications,  the 
transportation  of  things,  for  rents  and 
utility  services,  printing  and  reproduc¬ 
tion,  other  contractual  services,  sup¬ 
plies  and  materials,  equipment,  and  for 
taxes  and  assessments — a  grand  total  of 
$166,000,000  plus.  I  repeat  that  the  ap¬ 
propriation  for  grants  to  the  48  States 


and  our  possessions  is  $2,577,431,968, 
while  for  personal  service  and  other  ob¬ 
jectives,  to  carry  on  the  functions  of 
Government  as  provided  in  laws  which 
we  have  passed,  the  appropriation  is 
only  $166,000,000.  Plad  we  disallowed  all 
requests  for  funds  for  these  items,  we 
would  have  saved  $166,000,000,  com¬ 
pared  with  the  estimates.  But  we  re¬ 
ported  a  bill  appropriating  $215,000,000 
under  the  estimates,  which  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  is  a  minor  savings. 
Possibly  it  is  a  minor  saving;  but  after 
complete  hearings  to  determine  the 
amounts  necessary  in  order  to  carry  on 
the  functions  of  Government,  or  at  least 
in  order  to  enable  it  to  try  to  function, 
and  in  order  to  have  the  various 
branches  of  the  Government  do  what 
.they  say  should  be  done,  we  allowed  a 
sum  which  is  $215,000,000  under  the  esti¬ 
mates.  Perhaps  the  strongest  objec¬ 
tion  to  the  committee  action  is  that  it 
left  for  some  of  our  vocal  proponents 
of  economy  very  little  ground  for  public 
demonstrations. 

The  committee  instructed  the  Depart¬ 
ment  to  tell  us  where  to  cut,  inform¬ 
ing  them  that,  if  they  did  not  tell  us 
where  to  cut,  the  committee  would  do 
the  cutting.  But  it  appears  that  the 
only  way  by  which  it  is  possible  to  save 
money  is  to  allow  the  amounts  of  the 
budget  figures,  and  then  refer  the  mat¬ 
ter  to  the  Senate,  and  let  the  Senate 
make  whatever  reductions  it  may  see 
fit.  But  when  we  provided  $215,000,000 
under  the  estimates,  I  submit  that  when 
any  Senator  says  that  very  little  was 
done  in  the  matter  of  saving  money  his 
statement  is  not  well  taken. 

The  committee  held  lengthy  hearings, 
deliberated  for  more  than  a  week  be¬ 
fore  the  full  committee  on  the  individual 
items,  and  finally  reported  a  bill  $215,- 
000,000  under  the  estimates,  and  $112,- 
000,000  under  the  appropriations  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  House.  I  ask  Senators  who 
have  been  in  this  body  for  some  time, 
"When  has  it  occurred  before  that  the 
Senate  Appropriations  Committee  has 
not  restored  cuts  made  by  the  House? 
But  in  this  instance  not  only  did  we  re¬ 
store  them  but  we  reduced  the  figures 
of  the  House  bill  $112,000,000.  What 
more  can  be  expected  of  a  committee? 

After  all,  the  Government  must  carry 
on.  Of  course,  it  would  be  possible  for 
us  to  save  the  entire  amount.  We  could 
save  the  entire  amount,  but  I  ask  Sena¬ 
tors,  do  we  not  desire  to  do  our  duty? 
We  took  an  oath  of  office  that  we  would, 
under  the  Constitution,  do  certain 
things,  including  providing  funds  for  the 
operation  of  the  Government.  Yes;  it 
would  be  possible  to  save  every  penny 
appropriated  by  this  bill,  but  would  that 
be  desirable?  On  the  contrary,  do  we 
not  want  to  carry  on  the  orderly  proc¬ 
esses  of  government,  without  waste? 

The  full  committee  deliberated  for 
more  than  a  week  on  the  individual 
items,  and  finally  approved  a  bill  appro¬ 
priating  $215,000,000  less  than  the  esti¬ 
mate  of  the  Budget  Bureau  and  $112,- 
000,000  less  than  contained  in  the  bill 
as  passed  by  the  House.  It  appears  now 
that  it  would  have  been  better,  had  the 
bill  not  been  referred  to  the  committee, 
but,  instead,  placed  on  the  calendar  to 
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be  considered  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate, 
to  be  subjected  to  delicate  surgical  op¬ 
erations  on  the  part  of  advocates  of 
economy,  provided  the  move  for  economy 
is  publicized,  so  that  due  credit  may  be 
received  by  Members  on  this  floor.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  senior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Ferguson]  was 
presented  to  the  full  committee,  where 
it  received  some  support.  The  Senator 
gave  notice  that  he  would  offer  such  an 
amendment  from  the  floor.  That  was 
entirely  proper,  and  there  is  no  com¬ 
plaint  in  that  regard. 

But  there  was  no  move  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  allow  a  lesser  amount  for  the 
two  items  already  reduced  by  floor  ac¬ 
tion — the  immediate  office  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor,  and  the  Office  of  the  So¬ 
licitor  of  the  Department  of  Labor.  For 
the  office  of  the  Secretary  the  estimate 
was  $1,475,000,  of  which  the  House 
allowed  $1,425,000,  and  the  committee 
$1,400,000.  I  repeat,  no  member  of  the 
committee  suggested  that  more  should 
have  been  cut  from  this  allowance.  For 
the  Office  of  Solicitor,  the  estimate  was 
$1,750,000,  of  which  the  House  allowed 
$1,650,000.  The  subcommittee,  of  which 
I  am  chairman,  allowed  an  increase  of 
$50,000,  or  $1,700,000.  The  full  com¬ 
mittee  first  disagreed  to  this  raise,  by  a 
tie  vote,  but  on  reconsideration  the  sub- 
committe  action  was  approved,  allowing 
$1,700,000.  There  was  not  one  word 
spoken  to  advocate  less  than  the  House 
allowance.  Yet,  the  Senate  on  Friday, 
by  a  vote  of  47  yeas  to  29  nays,  agreed 
to  a  motion  to  reduce  the  appropriation 
for  the  Solicitor’s  Office  to  $1,575,000. 

I  find  that  nine  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  voted  in  the 
affirmative,  but  none  of  them  stated  that 
they  felt  that  too  much  was  being 
allowed  to  the  Office  of  the  Solicitor.  I 
have  no  complaint  about  that.  All  I 
am  doing  today  is  to  advise  the  Senate 
about  it.  I  believe  in  the  majority  of 
this  body  controlling  matters.  Even  if 
it  is  against  a  committee  recommenda¬ 
tion,  I  am  in  favor  of  majority  rule. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Is  the  junior  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  correct  in  assuming 
that  the  subcommittee  has  already  re¬ 
duced  the  appropriation  by  5  percent? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  subcommittee, 
joined  in  by  the  full  committee,  is  recom¬ 
mending  that  kind  of  an  amendment. 
The  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Cordon]  is  to  the  effect 
that  5  percent  of  the  payroll  items  be 
deducted. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  does  not  in¬ 
clude  hospital  services. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  We  are  trying  to  make 
an  exception  of  them.  I  think  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Lehman]  is 
trying  to  make  an  exception  in  that  case. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  While  it  may  be  a 
very  expeditious  way  of  accomplishing 
the  result,  what  is  the  logic  in  recom¬ 
mending  a  reduction  across  the  board? 

I  am  not  trying  to  be  critical  at  all;  I 
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am  seeking  information.  There  may  be 
some  offices  in  the  Department  which 
have  20  percent  more  help  than  they 
need.  We  would  tolerate  in  such  an  of¬ 
fice  a  15  percent  overstaffing,  but  there 
might  be  other  offices  which  were  under¬ 
staffed  It  strikes  me  that  that  is  a 
very  unwise  way  of  reducing  personnel 


appropriations. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  is  not  a  question  of 
whether  it  is  even  sound.  I  agree  com¬ 
pletely  with  the  remarks  of  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island,  but  I  still  believe  in 
supporting  committee  action.  The  com¬ 
mittee  approved  the  amendment  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Cordon]  to  place  a  cut  of  5  percent  on 
the  payrolls  as  to  individual  items.  The 
Senator  did  not  want  to  have  the 
amendment  apply  to  the  public  health 
items.  They  are  the  only  ones  that 
would  have  been  protected.  But,  out¬ 
side  those  exceptions,  the  cut  is  5  per¬ 
cent.  The  committee  reported  the  Cor¬ 
don  amendment,  and  I  think  that  is  as 
far  as  we  should  go.  That  is  why  I  am 
objecting  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Ferguson]  that 
would  make  a  cut  of  10  percent. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  If  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  the  senior  Senator  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico,  he  takes  the  position  that  that 
would  render  the  whole  program  inef¬ 


fective. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  would  appear  to  me 
to  mean  complete  ruination. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  If  we  sacrifice  5  per¬ 
cent  we  do  not  render  it  ineffective. 
Why  does  the  addition  of  5  percent  to 
the  5-percent  cut  recommended  by  the 
committee  make  all  the  difference? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  makes  this  differ¬ 
ence:  It  would  impose  a  limitation  on  the 
amount  of  money  that  could  be  used  for 
for  the  services  affected.  Under  the 
Cordon  amendment  each  and  every  item 
in  the  bill  is  cut  5  percent.  As  between 
the  two  amendments,  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  feels  that  the  one  providing 
for  a  5 -percent  cut  is  sounder.  I  did  not 
agree,  but  the  committee  did,  that  we 
should  cut  the  items  5  percent,  but  some¬ 
thing  had  to  be  done,  and  the  committee 
took  that  action.  I  feel  that  a  cut  of  10 
percent  would  be  not  only  unsound,  but 
would  be  ruinous  in  the  effort  to  carry 
on  the  functions  of  Government. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  In  a  moment. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  holding  of 
lengthy  hearings  on  appropriation  bills 
is  a  meaningless  task,  and  that  the  sub¬ 
committee  markup  and  the  full  com¬ 
mittee  markup  are  a  waste  of  time,  if 
the  recommendations  of  the  committee 
are  not  to  be  followed.  As  the  markups 
are  in  executive  session,  perhaps  due 
notice  is  not  given  of  motions  to  reduce 
appropriations.  It  cost  $1,996.40,  just 
under  $2,000,  for  the  stenographic  re¬ 
port  and  transcription  of  our  hearings. 
It  cost  not  less  than  $15,000  to  have 
printed  750  volumes  of  the  hearings,  con¬ 
sisting  of  1,232  pages. 

Mr.  President,  I  make  these  few  re¬ 
marks,  without  complaining  about  what 
the  Senate  may  do,  but,  in  reflecting 
upon  the  action  of  the  Senate  on  Friday, 
and  what  appears  to  be  a  foregone  con¬ 


clusion  of  what  will  happen  today,  I  have 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  it  is  useless 
to  spend  time  in  committee  on  these 
bills.  Members  make  no  objection  to  the 
approval  of  an  amount  for  a  particular 
item,  but  in  the  well  of  the  Senate,  under 
the  eyes  of  the  press  and  the  public, 
support  is  given  to  cuts  proposed  from 
the  floor. 

I  know  what  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  has  in  mind.  He  wants  to  cut  waste, 
as  does  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 
But  there  is  such  a  thing  as  cutting 
improperly.  Of  course  we  can  cut  the 
number  of  employees  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate;  we  do  not  have  to  appropriate 
for  them.  But  could  the  Government 
efficiently  carry  on?  Of  course  we  can 
cut  the  number  of  Senate  pages.  Of 
course  we  can  cut  the  number  of  elevator 
operators.  Of  course,  we  can  make  cuts 
in  many  instances.  But  that  is  not  the 
point.  Cuts  should  be  made  on  a  sound 
basis.  We  can  cut  the  number  of  our 
office  stenographers  and  save  money,  but 
does  any  Senator  feel  that  if  we  should 
do  that  in  the  case  of  one  who  answers 
the  mail  and  the  requests  from  back 
home,  we  would  operate  as  efficiently  as 
we  do?  We  should  get  away  from  waste, 
yes;  I  am  in  favor  of  that.  But  let  us 
try  to  behave  as  persons  v/ith  reason. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  wiil 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  question  of  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pas- 
tore]  was  a  practical  one,  and  while  I 
feel  that  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  subcommitee  gave  a  very  plausible 
answer,  I  think  it  should  also  be  said, 
especially  in  the  absence  of  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  Cordon],  that  the 
question  asked  by  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  was  asked  scores  of  times 
by  members  of  the  full  committee.  The 
question  was,  “Why  do  it  in  this  way?” 

I  desire  to  say  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  that  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  worked 
out  a  modified  version  of  the  Jensen 
amendment  in  an  attempt  to  make  it 
practical.  That  was  very  difficult  to  do, 
for  the  very  reason  stated  by  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island,  that  there  might  be 
one  bureau  in  a  department  which  did 
not  have  sufficient  personnel,  and  in  an¬ 
other  case  there  might  be  plenty  of  per¬ 
sonnel.  In  the  final  analysis,  I  believe 
it  was  felt  that  if  we  cut  the  appropria¬ 
tion  for  the  whole  department  5  percent, 
the  administrator  could  make  allow¬ 
ances  to  meet  the  very  problem  suggested 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Even  though  many  of 
us  felt  that  a  personnel  cut  was  the  way 
to  accomplish  the  objective,  it  seemed 
that  that  was  not  so  practical  as  the  way 
which  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  has 
discussed. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct.  Let 
me  make  another  suggestion  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Rhode  Island.  The  Jensen 
amendment  is  easy  to  understand.  If 
through  retirements,  deaths,  resigna¬ 
tions,  or  otherwise,  positions  become  va¬ 
cant,  under  the  Jensen  amendment  only 
one  out  of  four  such  positions  could  be 


filled.  The  subcommittee  tried  to  devise 
a  formula  that  would  not  be  so  violent, 
and  we  worked  out  a  formula  providing 
that  only  one  out  of  every  two  vacancies 
should  be  filled.  But,  for  the  reason 
which  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
has  called  to  our  attention,  we  finally 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  in  order  to 
leave  some  discretion  as  to  what  par¬ 
ticular  positions  a  department  should 
fill — it  might  not  need  a  stenographer, 
but  an  analyst,  or  it  might  not  need  an 
analyst,  but  a  stenographer — we  would 
make  the  cut  in  dollars  and  cents,  and 
leave  discretion  to  the  particular  depart¬ 
ment.  It  was  finally  decided  that  in¬ 
stead  of  filling  one  out  of  two  or  one  out 
of  four  of  the  positions  which  became 
vacant,  5  percent  for  personnel  should  be 
deducted  under  the  bill,  and  that  it 
should  be  left  to  the  department  to  de¬ 
cide  how  it  would  use  the  money  it  ob¬ 
tained. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  What  formula  was 
used  in  reaching  the  5-percent  figure? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  formula  used  in 
reaching  the  5-percent  figure  is  strictly 
one  of  limitation,  that  out  of  the  total 
amount  appropriated  for  personal  serv¬ 
ices  no  more  than  95  percent  can  be  used 
for  payment  of  employees.  That  was  the 
formula  which  was  used. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  should  like  to  have 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  know 
that  the  reason  some  Senators  supported 
the  Cordon  amendment — and  I  think  I 
shall  support  the  Ferguson  amendment — 
was  that  the  total  saving  in  dollars  and 
cents  contemplated  by  the  full  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  Jensen  amendment  would 
result  in  approximately  a  10-percent  re¬ 
duction  in  appropriation  for  personnel. 
There  was  no  measuring  stick,  as  I  un¬ 
derstand,  but  it  was  thought  that  result 
might  be  accomplished.  In  order  to  go 
at  least  a  part  of  the  distance  the  com¬ 
mittee  accepted  the  5 -percent  proposal. 
At  least  that  was  the  basis  on  which  I 
voted.  There  is  no  measuring  stick  so 
far  as  I  know  except  in  the  minds  of 
those  who  would  like  to  see  the  Jensen 
amendment  agreed  to.  It  was  their  idea 
that  the  resultant  saving,  if  advantage 
were  taken  of  the  Jensen  amendment, 
might  reduce  the  appropriations  in 
dollars  and  cents  by  approximately  10 
percent. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  we  favor 
a  saving.  Of  course,  we  do  not  want  the 
personnel  situation  to  be  thrown  out  of 
gear  in  some  particular  places.  We 
figure  it  would  be  best  to  save  in  dollars 
and  cents  without  interfering  with  the 
administration,  if  the  necessity  should 
arise  some  time,  of  employing  a  stenog¬ 
rapher  or  an  analyst  or  some  one  for  a 
classified  position. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HILL.  Is  it  not  true  that  the 
Jensen  amendment  was  not  considered 
or  recommended  by  the  House  subcom¬ 
mittee,  and  was  not  considered  or  recom- 
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mended  by  the  full  committee  of  the 
House? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HILL.  It  was  attached  to  the  bill 
on  the  floor  of  the  House. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  On  the  floor;  yes. 

Mr.  HILL.  An  examination  of  the 
Record  will  show  there  was  very  little 
debate  and  very  little  consideration  given 
to  it  by  the  House.  Is  that  not  true? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes.  The  subcommit¬ 
tee  which  is  handling  the  bill  at  this 
moment  did  pay  some  attention  to  the 
matter,  and  made  some  suggestions. 
First,  instead  of  one  out  of  every  four 
there  would  be  one  out  of  every  two. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Is  it  n6t  a  fact  that 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  interviewed  and  contacted  the 
Comptroller’s  Office  and  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  And  labored  rather 
assidiously  to  try  to  modify  the  Jensen 
amendment  so  the  personnel  limitation 
could  be  worked  out  on  a  practical  basis. 
This  situation  was  encountered:  It  was 
stated  that  one  office  in  the  Department 
was  more  important  than  another,  or 
that  one  office  was  short  of  help  or  long 
of  help.  The  subcommittee  was  granted 
certain  additional  days  to  work  out  a 
practical  formula. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Six  days. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  It  is  my  opinion  that 
the  majority  of  the  committee  voted  for 
the  Cordon  amendment  because  they  felt 
in  the  final  analysis  it  would  be  more 
practical.  I  will  say  that  I  voted  for 
the  Jensen  amendment  in  an  effort  to 
make  a  saving. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes.  It  was  felt  the 
Cordon  amendment  would  result  in  less 
damage. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  again  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  merely  wanted  to 
obtain  information.  I  did  not  wish  to 
appear  critical. 

■EMERGENCY  FOOD  AID  TO  INDIA— 
CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  GILLETTE.  Mr.  President,  I  sub- 
the  committee  of  con- 
isagreeing  votes  of  the 
he  amendment  of  the 
11  (S.  872)  jto  furnish 
tid  to  India,  and  I  ask 
;nt  for  its  immediate 
/ 

G  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hol- 
■).  The  report  will  be 

read. 

The  Chief  Clerk'  read  the  report,  as 
follows: 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  oil  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  872) 
to  furnish  emergency  food  aid  to  India,  hav¬ 
ing  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have 
agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to 
their  respective  Houses  as  follows:  \ 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  House  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to 
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j  be  inserted  by  the  House  amendment  Insert 
the  following:  “That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as 
i  the  ‘India  Emergency  Food  Aid  Act  of  1951.' 

"Sec.  2.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi¬ 
sions  of  law,  the  Administrator  for  Economic 
Cooperation  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
provide  emergency  food  relief  assistance  to 
India  on  credit  terms  as  provided  in  section 
111  (c)  (2 )  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act 
of  1948,  as  amended,  including  payment  by 
transfer  to  the  United  States  (under  such 
terms  and  in  such  quantities  as  may  be 
agreed  to  between  the  Administrator  and  the 
Government  of  India)  of  materials  required 
by  the  Unlted\States  as  a  result  of  deficien¬ 
cies,  actual  or  potential,  in  its  own  resources. 
The  Administrator  is  directed  and  instructed 
that  in  his  negotiations  with  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  India  he  Wiall,  so  far  as  practicable 
and  possible,  obtairr.for  the  United  States  the 
immediate  and  continuing  transfer  of  sub¬ 
stantial  quantities  of,,  such  materials  partic¬ 
ularly  those  found  to  be  strategic  and  critical. 

“Sec.  3.  For  purposes  of  this  Act  the  Presi¬ 
dent  is  authorized  to  utilize  not  in  excess  of 
$190,000,000  during  the  period  ending  June 
SO,  1952,  of  which  sum  (1)  not  less  than 
$100,000,000  shall  be  made  Available  immedi¬ 
ately  from  funds  heretofore  appropriated  by 
Public  Law  759,  Eighty-first  Congress,  for  ex¬ 
penses  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended:  and  (2)  $90,000,000  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  from  any  balance  of  such  funds  un¬ 
allotted  and  unobligated  as  of  June  30,  1951: 
Provided,  That  if  such  amount  unallotted  and 
unobligated  is  less  than  $90,000,000  an 
amount  equal  to  the  difference  shall*  be  ob¬ 
tained  from  the  issuance  of  notes  in  such 
amount  by  the  Administrator  for  the'  Eco¬ 
nomic  Cooperation  Administration,  whq  is 
hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  issue  sfich 
notes  from  time  to  time  during  fiscal  years 
1951  and  1952  for  purchase  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury,  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  \ 
to  purchase  such  nates  and,  in  making  such 
purchases  to  use,  as  a  public  debt  transac¬ 
tion,  the  proceeds  of  any  public  debt  issue 
pursuant  to  the  Second  Liberty  Loan  Act 
as  amended:  And  provided  further.  That 
$50,000,000  reserved  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  pursuant  to  section  1214  of  Public 
Law  759  of  the  Eighty-first  Congress  from 
funds  appropriated  by  that  Act  for  expenses 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the 
Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  shall  not  be  available  for  purposes 
of  this  section. 

“Sec.  4.  (a)  Funds  made  available  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  Act  shall  be  used  only  for  the 
purchase  of  food  grains  or  equivalents  in  the 
United  States. 

“(b)  No  procurement  of  any  agricultural 
product  within  the  United  States  for  the 
purpose  of  this  Act  shall  be  made  unless  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  find  and  cer¬ 
tify  that  such  procurement  will  not  impair 
the  fulfillment  of  the  vital  needs  of  the 
United  States. 

"(c)  The  assistance  provided  under  this 
Act  shall  be  for  the  sole  purpose  of  providing 
food  grains,  or  equivalents,  to  meet  the 
emergency  need  arising  from  the  extraordi¬ 
nary  sequence  of  flood,  drought,  and  other 
conditions  existing  in  India  in  1950. 

"(d)  The  assistance  provided  under  this 
Act  shall  be  provided  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended,  applicable  to  and  consistent 
with  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

“Sec.  5.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
any  other  law,  to  the  extent  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  after  consultation  with  appropriate 
Government  officials  and  representatives  of 
private  shipping,  finds  and  proclaims  that 
private  shipping  is  not  available  on  reason¬ 
able  terms  and  conditions  for  transportation 
of  supplies  made  available  under  this  Act, 


the  Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation  Is 
authorized  and  directed  to  make  advances 
not  to  exceed  in  the  aggregate  $20,000,000  to 
the  Department  of  Commerce,  in  such  man¬ 
ner,  at  such  times,  and  in  such  amounts  as 
the  President  shad  determine,  for  activation 
and  operation  of  vessels  for  such  transporta¬ 
tion,  and  these  advances  may  be  placed  in 
any  funds  or  accounts  available  for  such 
purposes,  and  no  interest  shall  be  charged 
on  advances  made  by  the  Treasury  to  the 
Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation  for 
these  purposes:  Provided,  That  pursuant  to 
agreements  made  between  the  Reconstruc¬ 
tion  Finance  Corporation  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce,  the  Reconstruction 
Finance  Corporation  shall  be  repaid  without 
interest  not  later  than  June  30,  1952,  for 
such  advances  either  from  funds  hereafter 
made  available  to  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce  for  the  activation  and  operation  of 
vessels  or,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
any  other  Act,  from  receipts  from  vessel  op¬ 
erations  :  Provided  further,  That  pending 
such  repayment  receipts  from  vessel  opera¬ 
tions  may  be  placed  in  such  funds  or  ac¬ 
counts  and  used  for  activating  and  operating 
vessels. 

“Sec.  6.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi¬ 
sions  of  law,  the  Administrator  for  Economic 
Cooperation  is  authorized  to  pay  ocean 
freight  charges  from  United  States  ports  to 
designated  ports  of  entry  in  India  of  relief 
packages  and  supplies  under  the  provisions 
of  section  117  (c)  of  the  Economic  Coopera¬ 
tion  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  including  the 
relief  packages  and  supplies  of  the  American 
Red  Cross.  Funds  now  or  hereafter  available 
during  the  period  ending  June  30,  1952,  for 
furnishing  assistance  under  the  provisions  of 
th  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  may  be  used  to  carry  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section. 

“Sec.  7.  (a)  Any  sums  payable  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  India,  under  the  interest  terms 
agreed  to  between  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  and  the  Government  of  India, 
ion  or  before  January  1,  1957  as  interest  on 
the  principal  of  any  debt  incurred  under  this 
Act,  and  not  to  exceed  a  total  of  $5,000,000, 
shall,  when  paid,  be  placed  in  a  special  de¬ 
posit  account  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States,  notwithstanding  any  other  provisions 
of  law  to  remain  available  until  expended. 
This  account  shall  be  available  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  State  for  the  following  uses. 

“(1)  Studies,  instruction,  technical  train¬ 
ing,  and  other  educational  activities  in  the 
United  States  and  in  its  Territories  or  posses¬ 
sions  (A)  for  students,  professors,  other  aca¬ 
demic  person*?,  and  technicians  who  are  citi¬ 
zens  of  India,  and  (B)  with  the  approval  of 
appropriate  agencies,  institutions,  or  organi¬ 
zations  in  India,  for  students,  professors, 
other  academic  persons,  and  technicians  who 
are  citizens  of  the  United  States  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  similar  activities  in  India,  including 
in  both  cases  travel  expenses,  tuition,  sub¬ 
sistence  and  other  allowances  and  expenses 
incident  to  such  actiifities;  and 

“  (2 )  The  selection,  purchase,  and  shipment 
of  (A)  American  scientific,  technical,  and 
scholarly  books  and  books  of  American  litera¬ 
ture  for  higher  educational  and  research  in¬ 
stitutions  of  India,  (B)  American  laboratory 
and  technical  equipment  for  higher  educa¬ 
tion  and  research  in  India,  and  (C)  the  in¬ 
terchange  of  similar  materials  and  equip¬ 
ment  from  India  for  higher  education  and 
research  in  the  United  States. 

“(b)  Funds  made  available  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  stated  above  may  be  used 
to  defray  costs  of  administering  the  program 
authorized  herein. 

“(c)  Disbursements  from  the  special  de¬ 
posit  account  shall  be  made  by  the  Division 
of  Disbursement  of  the  Treasury  Department, 
upon  vouchers  duly  certified  by  the  Secretary 
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State  or  by  authorized  certifying  officers 
of  the  Department  of  State.” 

And  the  House  agree  to  the  same. 

G.  M.  Gillette, 

Brien  McMahon, 

J.  William  Fulbright, 

B.  M.  M.  (proxy), 

Alexander  Wiley, 

H.  Alexander  Smith, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate, 

James  P.  Richards, 

A,,  A.  Ribicoff, 

Brooks  Hays, 

John  M.  Vorys, 

Lawrence  H.  Smith, 
Managers  on  the'iPart  of  the  House. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  conference  report?  \  ' 

There  being  no  objection, '  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  repoi% 

Mr.  GILLETTE.  Mr.  President,  for 
the  information  of  the  Senate,  and  to 
recall  to  the  minds  of  the  Members.,  this 
particular  measure,  I  shall  make  a  bidef 
statement.  \ 

On  May  16  the  Senate  amended  and, 
passed  Senate  bill  872.  The  House  of 
Representatives  subsequently  amended 
and  passed  the  bill  and  asked  for  a  con- 
f  GrGiicc. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GILLETTE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Three  or  four  Sena¬ 
tors  who  are  intensely  interested  in  the 
measure  are  absent  from  the  floor.  Al¬ 
though  a  quorum  call  was  had  a  short 
time  ago,  I  ask  the  Senator  from  Iowa 
if  he  will  yield  in  order  that  I  may  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum,  so  it  will 
not  be  necessary  for  him  to  repeat  his 
statement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Iowa  yield  for  that 
purpose? 

Mr.  GILLETTE.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  I  may  yield  for  the  purpose 
of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  suggest¬ 
ing  the  absence  of  a  quorum,  without  los¬ 
ing  the  right  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  !  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded,  and  that  fur¬ 
ther  proceedings  under  the  call  be  dis¬ 
pensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GILLETTE.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
stated  before  the  quorum  call  was  start¬ 
ed,  I  have  a  brief  statement  to  make  with 
reference  to  the  conference  report,  to 
refresh  the  minds  of  Senators  as  to  some 
of  the  provisions  of  the  measure. 

On  May  16,  the  Senate  amended  and 
passed  S.  872.  The  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  subsequently  amended  and  passed 
the  bill  and  asked  for  a  conference.  The 
conferees  met  three  times  to  resolve  the 
differences  between  the  two  Houses. 

In  reporting  to  my  colleagues,  I  am 
glad  to  tell  them  that  the  differences 


between  the  two  versions  were  not  very 
great  and  they  were  resolved  without 
difficulty  by  the  conferees. 

LOAN  OR  GRANT 

On  the  basic  question  of  whether  our 
help  to  India  should  be  in  the  form  of 
a  loan  or  a  grant,  the  two  Houses  were 
in  agreement.  Both  versions  of  the  bill 
provided  for  a  loan. 

It  will  be  recalled  that  the  original 
bill  presented  to  the  Senate  and  reported 
by  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  pro¬ 
vided  for  half  loan  and  half  grant,  but 
we  amended  it  in  this  body  to  make  it 
all  a  loan. 

As  Senators  will  recall,  S.  872  author¬ 
ized  the  Administrator  of  the  ECA 
to  negotiate  the  loan  of  $190,000,000  to 
the  Government  of  India  for  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  food  grains,  or  their  equiva¬ 
lents,  in  the  United  States.  The  only 
difference  between  the  House  and  Sen¬ 
ate  in  this  respect  concerned  the  source 
of  the  funds  to  be  loaned.  The  House 
version  provided  funds  by  means  of  a 
public-debt  transaction,  whereas  the 
Senate  bill  provided  that  at  least  $100,- 
6.00,000  of  the  amount  should  come  from 
fflpds  heretofore  appropriated  to  the 
ECX,  the  balance  as  necessary  coming 
from  a  public  debt  transaction.  The 
Plouse  conferees  accepted  the  Senate 
language  embodied  in  section  3  of  the 
report  before  us. 

repayment  in  strategic  materials 

The  language  of  the  House  and  Sen¬ 
ate  bills  differed  with  respect  to  pro¬ 
viding  for  partial  repayment  of  the  funds 
loaned  by  the  shipment  of  strategic  ma¬ 
terials  to  the  United.  States.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  version  referred  to  “the  immediate 
and  continuing  transfer  of  substantial 
quantities  of  monazite  and  manganese” 
required  by  the  United  States.  The 
House  language  did  not  refer  to  these 
materials  by  name,  but  instead  called 
for  the  transfer  of  materials  ^required 
by  the  United  States  as  a  result  of  defi¬ 
ciencies,  actual  or  potential,  in  its  own 
resources.”  The  House  language'  di¬ 
rected  the  Administrator  of  the  ECA 
to  “so  far  as  practicable  and  possible, 
obtain  for  the  United  States  the  imme¬ 
diate  and  continuing  transfer  of  sub¬ 
stantial  quantities  of  such  materials  par¬ 
ticularly  those  found  to  be  strategic  and 
critical.” 

While  the  language  of  the  two  bills 
differed,  the  conferees  felt  that  there  was 
no  difference  as  to  the  basic  intent  of 
the  provisions.  It  was  our  belief  that 
the  Administrator  of  the  ECA  in  ne¬ 
gotiating  the  loan  of  funds  to  India 
should  make  every  reasonable  effort  to 
seek  repayment  of  the  loan  in  part  in 
strategic  materials  needed  in  the  United 
States.  We  did  not  believe  that  specific 
mention  should  be  made  of  monazite, 
a  material  whose  export  is  embargoed  by 
the  Indian  Atomic  Energy  Act.  The 
mention  of  manganese  in  the  Senate  bill 
seemed  unnecessary  because  at  the  pres¬ 
ent  time  the  United  States  receives  about 
three-fourths  of  all  the  manganese  which 
India  exports. 

For  these  reasons  the  House  language 
on  strategic  materials  was  included  in 
section  2  of  the  report.  For  my  part, 
however,  I  should  not  want  the  Admin¬ 


istrator  of  this  program  to  assume  that 
the  acceptance  of  the  House  language 
by  the  Senate  conferees  in  any  wa y 
lessens  his  duty  to  do  the  best  that  he 
can  to  acquire  the  strategic  materials 
mentioned  in  the  Senate  bill. 

mbndt  amendment 

The  Senate  will  recall  that  during 
consideration  of  S.  872,  we  .adopted  an 
amendment  proposed  by  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  MundtL  That 
amendment  provided  that  interest  re¬ 
ceived  from  India  on  or  before  1957 
should  be  deposited  in  a  special  account 
for  use  in  encouraging  the  exchange  of 
information,  technicians,  and  academic 
persons  between  the  two  countries.  It 
would  also  have  provided  funds  for  the 
use  of  American  educational  and  phi- 
use  of  American  educational  and  phil¬ 
anthropic  institutions  operating  in  India. 

No  similar  language  was  contained  in 
the  House  bill,  although  a  similar  pro¬ 
posal  was  submitted  but  ruled  out  of 
order. 

The  conferees  gave  most  careful  at¬ 
tention  to  the  Mundt  amendment.  The 
language  finally  agreed  upon  is  in  sec¬ 
tion  7  of  the  report  before  us.  It  limits 
the  funds  to  be  available  to  $5,000,000 
instead  of  tbe  sum  of  $23,000,000  which 
it  was  estimated  would  have  accrued  as 
interest  prior  to  1957,  and  as  provided  in 
the  bill  as  passed  by  the  Senate. 

Therefore,  instead  of  approximately 
$23,000,000  being  provided,  the  sum  was 
cut  to  $5,000,000. 

That  part  of  the  amendment  which 
would  have  provided  funds  for  American 
institutions  operating  in  India  was  also 
stricken.  One  or  two  clarifying  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  section  were  adopted. 

In  view  of  the  vigorous  opposition  of 
the  House  conferees  to  the  Mundt 
amendment  and  the  fact  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Foreign  Relations  Committee  did 
not  have  an  opportunity  to  give  careful 
study  to  the  proposal  at  the  time  it  was 
considering  S.  872,  it  seems  wise  to  me 
that  we  have  been  able  to  agree  upon 
language  which  will  provide  limited 
funds  for  a  trial  period.  It  may  well  be 
that  if  this  program  develops  success¬ 
fully  and  to  the  mutual  advantage  of  the 
United  States  and  India  that  additional 
sums  could  be  made  available  in  the 
future. 

There  are  a  number  of  other  minor 
changes  in  the  bill  which  passed  the 
Senate,  but  upon  which  I  do  not  think 
it  necessary  to  comment  at  this  time. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GILLETTE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  ■  If  the  Senator  has  con¬ 
cluded  his  statement  with  reference  to 
the  so-called  Mundt  amendment,  I  should 
like  to  ask  him  a  few  questions  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  it. 

Mr.  GILLETTE.  Certainly. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  First  of  all,  I  desire  to 
congratulate  the  Senator  from  Iowa  and 
his  fellow  conferees,  especially  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Smith],  who 
has  been  interested  in  the  amendment 
for  a  long  time,  on  the  very  vigorous  and 
successful  battle  which  they  made  to  re¬ 
tain  the  major  portion  of  the  Mundt 
amendment  in  the  bill.  I  realize,  in  view 
of  the  fact  the  House  had  not  acted  oil 
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The  yeas  and  nays  were  not  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message,  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Mauser,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 
House  had  passed  a  jplnt  resolution  (H. 
J.  Res.  267)  making'  an  additional  ap¬ 
propriation  for  the  legislative  branch 
for  the  fiscal  y ear  1961,  and  for  other 
purposes,  in  which  it  requested  the  con¬ 
currence  of  the  Senate. 

HOUSE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  REFERRED 

The  jhint  resolution  (H.  J.  Res.  267) 
making  an  additional  appropriation  for 
the  legislative  branch  for  the  fiscal  year 
19.51,  and  for  other  purposes,  was  read 
twice  by  its  title,  and  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations. 

LABOR -FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1952 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  3709)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Labor, 
the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and  re¬ 
lated  independent  agencies,  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  proposed  by  the  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Lehman]  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Ferguson]  for  himself  and  other 
Senators. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
again  to  urge  the  adoption  of  my  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Michigan. 

Those  of  us  who  support  my  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  do  not  ask  for  increases 
in  the  appropriations,  but  we  are  fight¬ 
ing  against  reductions.  I  wish  to  point 
out  that  in  the  bill  as  reported  by  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  the  appro¬ 
priations  have  already  been  substan¬ 
tially  reduced  below  the  budget  esti¬ 
mates. 

Mr.  President,  research  is  the  back¬ 
bone  of  medical  progress.  Gains  which 
may  seem  to  be  small  may  result  in  the 
saving  of  many  thousands  of  lives.  Im¬ 
portant  developments  in  the  field  of  re¬ 
search  may  change  history.  The 
splendid  work  done  by  the  Public  Health 
Service  and  by  our  Health  Institutes  is 
recognized  the  world  over. 

At  the  recent  conference  on  health, 
held  at  Geneva,  which  I  attended  in  com¬ 
pany  with  my  distinguished  colleague, 
the  junior  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Nixon],  I  heard  nothing  but  praise  and 
admiration  expressed  for  the  work  done 
by  the  Public  Health  Service  of  our 
country.  The  value  of  research  work  is 
now  recognized  throughout  the  entire 
world.  I  think  that  if  the  junior  Senator 
from  California  were  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  at  this  time,  he  would  bear  me 
out  when  I  state  that  even  the  poorest 
countries  are  bending  every  effort  to  im¬ 


prove  their  health  and  sanitary  condi¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  President,  when  I  was  governor  of 
my  State,  during  the  depression  years 
commencing  in  1932,  I  was  able  through 
economy  and  careful  administration  to 
convert  a  deficit  into  a  large  surplus 
which  happily  I  was  able  to  leave  to  my 
successor.  At  that  time  I  was  called  a 
penny  pincher,  and  I  suppose  I  was.  I 
had  to  be  a  penny  pincher  in  order  to 
balance  the  State  budget  during  those 
extremely  difficult  years.  However,  Mr. 
President,  let  me  say  that  with  all  my 
preoccupation  with  the  subject  of 
economy,  there  were  two  activities  on 
which  I  refused  to  economize:  first,  the 
health  of  our  people;  and,  second,  the 
education  of  our  people.  Health  and 
education  are  fundamental  in  any 
democracy. 

Let  me  point  out— -and  I  say  this  with 
the  fullest  degree  of  conviction — that 
any  country  which  disregards  its  obli¬ 
gation  to  protect  the  health  of  its  people 
and  to  educate  its  people  adequately,  in¬ 
evitably  will  retrogress.  I  shall  continue 
to  fight  for  adequate  health  protection 
and  education  so  long  as  I  live. 

Of  course,  Mr.  President,  I  favor  econ¬ 
omy;  my  entire  record  in  public  life 
proves  this  to  be  so.  However,  the  health 
of  our  people  is  a  concern  of  Government 
which  we  cannot  disregard,  and  it  is  a 
particularly  important  concern  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  at  this  time  because  it  is  a  vital 
part  of  our  defense  effort. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  shall  strongly 
support  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  New  York  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Michigan,  because  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  it  will  protect  the  funds  which 
go  to  the  chemists,  the  biologists,  and  the 
researchers  who  have  done  so  much  to 
protect  and  improve  the  health  of  our 
nation  and  the  health  of  the  world.  Is 
that  not  the  case? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  That  is  quite  true. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  The  appropriation 
Items  affected  by  the  amendment  do  not 
involve  bureaucrats  or  a  vast  overhead 
of  bureaucracy  or  bookkeeping  or  ac¬ 
counting  ;  but,  as  I  understand  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  amendment,  it  would  exempt  the 
appropriations  for  this  very  basic  med¬ 
ical  research  from  the  10  percent '  re¬ 
duction. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Yes;  it  would  exempt 
the  appropriation  for  research  work  and 
for  these  services  from  the  10  percent  re¬ 
duction.  I  am  very  glad  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  has  brought  up  this 
point,  because  I  wish  to  present  to  the 
Senate  some  figures  which  will  show 
what  a  very  small  part  the  expenditures 
for  administration  play  in  these  appro¬ 
priations.  It  is  a  very  minor  part. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  If  a  reduction  is 
made,  almost  all  of  it  will  have  to  be 
made  in  the  funds  for  direct  medical  re¬ 
search,  such  as  the  research  which  de¬ 
veloped  the  typhus  vaccine,  which  today 
is  saving  the  lives  of  probably  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  Americans  in  Korea.  Is 
that  not  correct?. 


Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  can  say  that  more 
than  90  percent  of  the  funds  affected  by 
the  amendment  will  be  used  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  research  in  medicine,  sani¬ 
tation,  and  public  health,  and  those 
funds  will  be  paid  to  those  who  are 
actually  carrying  on  that  work. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  And  they  are  the 
ones  who  have  discovered  the  vaccine 
for  rabbit  fever  and  the  Vaccines  which 
are  used  to  combat  all  the  plagues,  such 
as  malaria,  which  have  reduced  the  eco¬ 
nomic  status  of  so  many  countries.  These 
research  workers  will  develop  new  drugs 
to  be  used  to  combate  those  diseases.  Is 
that  not  correct? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Yes,  and  they  are  of 
benefit  to  the  entire  Nation. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Of  course,  I  am  de¬ 
lighted  that  the  Senator  from  New  York 
has  offered  his  amendment  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan.  Nevertheless,  long  before  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan  submitted  his 
amendment,  the  subcommittee  of  the 
Appropriations  Committe  and  the  full 
Appropriations  Committee  tried  to  do 
exactly  what  the  Senator  from  New  York 
is  now  trying  to  do. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  heard  a  great 
deal  of  discussion  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  about  the  excess  number  of 
chauffeurs  and  bureaucrats  and  admin¬ 
istrators.  I  am  very  glad  indeed  that 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  asked  the 
questions  he  did  ask,  because  they  give 
me  an  opportunity  to  present  these  mat¬ 
ters  more  fully.  It  has  been  made  to 
appear  that  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan,  if  adopted,  would 
serve  to  eliminate  the  excess  number  of 
chauffeurs  and  bureaucrats  and  ad¬ 
ministrators,  as  alleged,  without  in  any 
way  affecting  the  actual  services  for  the 
protection  of  the  health  and  welfare  of 
the  people  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
say  that  I  appreciate  what  the  Senator 
from  New  York  is  trying  to  do,  and  I 
think  it  should  be  done.  I  simply  object 
to  having  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  considered  in  any  way 
at  all.  However,  if  it  must  be  adopted, 
I  would  prefer  to  have  it  adopted  as  it 
would  be  modified  by  the  adoption  of 
the  amendment  which  the  Senator  from 
New  York  has  offered  to  it. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
say  to  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
that  I  have  no  doubt  that  other  Senators 
will  speak  on  other  phases  of  Govern¬ 
ment  activities  which  may  be  affected  by 
adoption  of  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan,  but  I  am  confining 
my  remarks  at  this  time  to  the  services 
which  are  administered  by  the  Public 
Health  Service  and  by  the  various  In¬ 
stitutes  of  Health  and  allied  services. 

I  wish  to  read  certain  figures,  Mr. 
President,  to  refute  the  claims  which 
have  been  made  here  about  the  great 
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number  of  administrators  who  are  used 
in  this  work,  and  the  relatively  small 
number  of  people  who  are  used  for  the 
actual  conduct  of  the  health  activities. 
In  the  control  of  venereal  diseases,  a 
total  of  720  people  are  employed.  The 
administrative  forces  comprise  but  36. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Does  the  Senator 
realize  that  his  amendment  does  not 
even  exempt  those  engaged  in  combat¬ 
ing  veneral  diseases? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  My  amendment  was 
sunposed  to  cover - 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  If  the  Senator 
would  look  at  the  budget,  he  would  find 
that  control  of  venereal  disease  is  not 
under  any  of  the  items  mentioned  in  his 
amendment.  Venereal  diseases  are  not 
mentioned  among  those  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  seeks  to  exempt. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  do  not  quite  get  the 
point  made  by  the  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  point  is  that 
the  Senator’s  amendment  does  not  cover 
any  question  regarding  the  personnel 
engaged  in  health  services  with  respect 
to  venereal  diseases. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Very  well,  but  I  want 
to  read  these  figures.  I  desire  to  show 
how  small  a  number  of  people  is  used 
in  the  administration  of  these  health 
activities.  Possibly  I  shall  amend  my 
amendment  to  include  the  item  men¬ 
tioned  by  the  Senator  from  Michigan. 

I  desire  to  read  the  list,  if  I  may :  Con¬ 
trol  of  tuberculosis,  total  number  em¬ 
ployed,  535,  used  in  administration,  60. 
In  assistance  to  States,  general,  total 
number  employed,  483,  number  used  for 
administration,  31;  in  the  control  of 
communicable  diseases,  total  employed, 
1,302,  used  in  administration,  137;  in  en¬ 
gineering  sanitation  and  industrial  hy¬ 
giene,  which  covers  water-pollution  con¬ 
trol,  radiological  health,  food,  milk,  and 
other  sanitation  activities,  sanitation  of 
interstate  land,  water  and  air  carriers, 
industrial  hygiene,  total  employed,  649, 
employed  in  administration,  37 ;  diseases 
and  sanitary  investigation  and  control, 
in  Alaska,  total  employed,  75,  employed 
in  administration,  9;  in  grants  for  hos¬ 
pital  construction,  total  employed,  195, 
employed  in  administration,  22. 

In  hospitals  and  medical  care — and  I 
am  reading  these  figures  even  though 
I  believe  the  Senator  from  Michigan  has 
already  said  that  the  employees  engaged 
in  this  work  are  not  covered  by  his 
amendment - 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Nonetheless,  I  wish  to 
read  the  figures,  in  order  to  show  the 
small  percentage  of  persons  used  in  ad¬ 
ministration  as  compared  to  the  great 
number,  even  though  it  may  still  be  in¬ 
adequate,  employed  in  health  activities. 
The  total  number  employed  is  7,627,  and 
of  that  number  only  124  are  used  in  ad¬ 
ministration. 

In  foreign  quarantine  service,  total 
employed,  603;'  used  in  administrative 
services,  33.  In  direct  operations  and 
research,  National  Institutes  of  Health, 


total  employed,  1,567;  employed  in  the 
administrative  branch,  168. 

In  the  National  Cancer  Institute  there 
is  a  total  of  678  employed,  with  only 
22  used  in  administration.  The  others 
are  in  field  positions,  employed  in  basic 
and  clinical  research  in  cancer,  as  bio¬ 
chemists,  biologists,  biophysicists,  chem¬ 
ists,  cytologists,  geneticists,  and  medical 
officers.  These  persons  render  technical 
assistance  to  the  States  in  matters  di¬ 
rectly  connected  with  research  and  in¬ 
vestigation. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Oregon. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Will  the  Senator  again 
state  the  number  of  administrative  per¬ 
sonnel  in  the  National  Cancer  Institute. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  am  sorry,  I  did  not 
hear  the  Senator’s  question. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Will  the  Senator  again 
state  his  understanding  of  the  number 
of  administrative  personnel  in  the  Na¬ 
tional  Cancer  Institute?  That  was  the 
last  one  the  Senator  mentioned,  was  it 
not? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Yes.  I  have  the  fig- 
gures,  which  have  been  given  to  me, 
showing  a  total  of  678,  of  which  number 
22  are  in  administration. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  reading  from  the 
Budget  appendix,  and  I  call  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  attention  to  the  figures  listed.  In 
grade  7,  which  is  an  administrative  grade, 
with  salaries  running  from  $3,800  to 
$4,500,  there  are  47 ;  in  grade  6,  with  a 
salary  height  of  $4,200,  there  are  13;  in 
grade  5,  top  salary  $3,850,  there  are  120; 
grade  4,  top  salary  $3,355,  there  are  67; 
in  grade  3,  top  salary  $3,130,  there  are  81 ; 
in  grade  2,  top  salary  $2,930,  there  are  38; 
and  in  grade  1,  the  lowest,  top  salary 
$2,680,  there  are  19.  Of  necessity,  those 
must  all  be  administrative  personnel. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  may  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  that  I  am  quoting  from 
the  volume  of  justification  issued  by  the 
Budget  Bureau,  on  page  72A,  which 
shows  that  there  are  22  positions  listed 
under  the  heading  of  administration. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Will  the  Senator  per¬ 
mit  me  to  say  that  this  is  the  President’s 
budget?  The  figures  I  quoted  are 
from  the  official  document. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  This  also  is  an  offi¬ 
cial  document,  I  may  say. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Then  I  hope  the  Presi¬ 
dent  will  get  together  with  himself  and 
give  us  some  figures  upon  which  both  of 
us  may  rely. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  If  I  may  inquire,  how 
many  positions  has  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  enumerated? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  shall  determine  the 
number,  and  let  the  Senator  know  in  a 
moment. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  will  my 
colleague  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  yield  gladly  to  my 
colleague. 

Mr.  IVES.  I  should  like  to  ask  my 
colleague  whether  he  has  any  knowledge 
of  the  amount  of  money  involved  in  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Yes;  I  think  I  can  give 
the  Senator  the  figure. 

Mr.  IVES.  It  has  not  been  brought 
out,  as  yet,  to  my  knowledge;  at  least,  I 
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have  not  heard  it,  and  I  think  it  is  im¬ 
portant. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  am  including  all 
the  services,  with  the  exception  of  hos¬ 
pitals  and  medical  care.  I  am  including 
all  the  services,  even  though  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Michigan  has  drawn  my  at¬ 
tention  to  the  fact,  or  has  made  the 
statement,  that  some  of  these  services 
are  not  covered  by  my  amendment.  But, 
including  all  of  those — because  I  think 
they  all  should  be  covered  by  my  amend¬ 
ment — the  saving  would  be  $1,807,000; 
that  is  all. 

Mr.  IVES.  That  is,  the  saving  on  all 
the  services? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  On  all  the  services, 
with  the  exception  of  hospitals  and 
medical  care. 

Mr.  IVES.  My  understanding  was 
that  the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  would  save  only  around  $2,- 
000,000,  itself. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  About  $11,000,000. 

Mr.  IVES.  How  do  the  figures  of  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  check  with  the 
figures  of  my  colleague,  the  Senator 
from  New  York,  in  the  matter  of  the 
amounts  involved  in  his  amendment? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  difficulty  with 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
York  is  that  he  includes  a  number  of 
things  which  are  not  included  in  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan.  The  Senator  from  New  York  in¬ 
cludes  hospital  and  medical  care.  The 
Senator  from  Michigan  does  not  at  all 
cover  hospital  and  medical  care;  and 
that  may  be  a  big  item. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  No,  if  the  Senator  will 
pardon  me,  I  have  not  included  hospitals 
and  medical  care. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  submit  that  the 
Senator  has  included  them  on  line  4 
of  his  amendment. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  That  is  true  as  to  my 
amendment,  but  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  has  said  that  under  his  amendment 
they  would  not  be  affected. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  I  still  do  not 
understand  exactly  how  much,  under  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan,  is  to  be  affected  by  my  colleague’s 
amendment.  Was  it  $1,600,000,  with  all 
the  services  included? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  IVES.  But,  with  the  services  im¬ 
mediately  involved  in  the  amendment, 
does  the  Senator  have  any  idea  what 
the  amount  would  be?  That  is  impor¬ 
tant. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  should  like  first  to 
answer  the  question  propounded  by  my 
colleague.  In  my  amendment  it  would 
be  less  than  $1,000,000. 

Mr.  IVES.  Considerably  less  than  10 
percent  of  the  total  saving  involved  by 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Michigan. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Very  considerably  less. 
But  I  may  say  to  my  colleague  that  I  be¬ 
lieve  all  these  services  should  be  included 
in  an  amendment  similar  to  mine. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota. 
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Mr.  THYE.  As  I  understand  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
New  York,  the  full  effect  of  it  would  be 
to  exempt  the  various  health  items  which 
would  be  affected  by  the  Ferguson 
amendment.  As  to  these  items,  the  Fer¬ 
guson  amendment  proposes  to  make  a 
saving  of  $230,027  in  the  item  affecting 
the  National  Institute  of  Health.  In  the 
National  Cancer  Institute  item,  I  believe 
the  Ferguson  amendment  would  provide 
a  saving  of  $141,829.  In  the  item  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  mental  health  activities,  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  Ferguson  amendment  would 
make  a  saving  of  $62,026.  In  the  Na¬ 
tional  Heart  Institute  item  there  would 
be  a  reduction  or  a  saving  of  $77,018. 
As  to  dental  health,  there  would  be  a 
cut  of  $52,692,  I  believe  I  am  correct  in 
these  figures. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  think  the  Senator  is 
substantially  correct. 

Mr.  IVES.  What  is  the  total? 

Mr.  THYE.  I  have  not  totaled  the  fig¬ 
ures.  I  have  given  the  individual  items. 

As  a  member  of  the  subcommittee,  I 
sat  through  the  hearings  and  listened  to 
all  the  testimony.  We  listened  to  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  national  associations  and 
to  testimony  sent  in  by  governors  of 
States.  The  Governor  of  the  State  of 
Minnesota  sent  a  statement  on  the  men¬ 
tal  health  item.  It  is  the  desire  of  every 
one  of  us  to  economize,  we  have  heard 
much  talk  about  meat-tax  action  and 
pruning  by  the  use  of  surgical  instru¬ 
ments,  and  I  should  like  to  apply  those 
means,  but  I  am  a  little  fearful  that  we 
might  cut  into  the  very  heart  muscle  of 
someone  who  had  been  trained  for  years 
in  research  and  who  might  find  some  way 
of  saving  the  life  of  a  person  afflicted 
with  a  heart  ailment  or  with  cancer. 

I  am  personally  familiar  with  thou¬ 
sands  of  cases  in  mental  institutions,  be¬ 
cause,  as  Governor  of  Minnesota  for  4 
years,  I  had  the  responsibility  for  those 
Institutions.  I  know  that  there  are  men 
and  women  aimlessly  wandering  about, 
or  in  a  condition  requiring  strait- jack¬ 
ets,  because,  if  they  were  not  so  con¬ 
fined,  they  would  tear  their  own  flesh 
or  that  of  other  inmates.  In  view  of 
all  that,  knowing  the  progress  which  has 
been  made  in  research  in  mental  health, 
knowing  the  splendid  work  of  research 
in  heart  diseases  and  in  cancer,  for  the 
life  of  me  I  personally  cannot  see  any 
economy  in  reducing  appropriations  for 
health  measures,  such  as  that  for  the 
Cancer  Institute,  by  $141,829;  mental 
health,  by  $62,026;  National  Heart  In¬ 
stitute,  by  $77,018;  and  dental  health, 
by  $52,692. 

I  should  like  to  apply  economy  wher¬ 
ever  it  is  possible;  I  would  help  to  swing 
even  a  broadaxe,  if  necessary,  but  when 
it  is  sought  to  cut  down  on  fundamental 
items  involving  the  cure  of  mental  cases 
confined  to  institutions,  when  we  know 
that  through  research  a  great  deal  has 
been  accomplished  in  that  field  during 
recent  years,  and  when  we  know  of  the 
great  research  which  is  carried  on  by 
those  engaged  in  caring  for  mental  cases 
which  arose  in  World  War  II,  and  how 
they  have  helped  immeasurably  in  re¬ 
search  development,  I  feel  that  I  am  per¬ 
fectly  justified  in  supporting  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  junior  Senator  from 
New  York,  because  I  think  it  means 
economy  rather  than  expenditure. 


So,  Mr.  President,  I  say  to  my  col¬ 
leagues  that  while  I  think  the  Ferguson 
amendment,  in  general,'  is  most  com¬ 
mendable,  and  I  shall  support  it  in  ref¬ 
erence  to  all  items  except  those  relating 
to  health  research  and  health  benefits, 
I  shall,  as  to  those  items,  support  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  for  his  very  helpful  re¬ 
marks.  I  wish  to  point  out  that  it  is 
not  a  question  of  possibly  discharging 
persons  who  might  do  good  work.  There 
is  a  certainty  that  if  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
should  prevail  with  reference  to  the 
health  services  of  the  National  Cancer 
Institute,  between  35  and  40  persons 
would  have  to  be  discharged.  If  only 
a  very  slight  gain  were  made  this  year 
or  next  year  in  cancer  research,  or  in 
the  studying  of  heart  diseases  or  mental 
diseases,  probably  many  thousands  of 
lives  would  be  saved,  and  certainly  the 
very  small  expense  that  is  entailed  would 
be  merited  and  justified  a  hundred  times 
over. 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Arizona, 
if  he  desires  to  ask  a  question. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  was  endeavoring 
to  ask  me  a  question. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Much  as  I  like  what 
the  Senator  from  New  York  has  said,  I 
do  not  want  him  to  think  that  all  of  a 
sudden  he  is  trying  to  save  the  situation, 
because  the  committee  tried  to  save  it. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  In  a  minute. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  think  I  have  the 
floor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Senator  from  New 
York  has  no  more  interest  in  the  bill 
than  has  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 
I  attended  all  the  hearings.  I  did  not 
come  here  at  the  last  minute  to  say  some¬ 
thing  for  public  health.  I  worked  and 
suffered  the  agony  of  the  damned. 

The  Senator  may  proceed,  and  I  shall 
speak  in  my  own  time. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  If  I  may  first  answer 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico,  I  shall 
be  glad  to  yield. 

I  think  I  have  said  50  times  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  that  I  have  the 
deepest  appreciation  of  the  humani¬ 
tarian  instincts  and  the  splendid  work 
of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico.  I 
know  how  hard  he  has  worked  on  this 
bill.  I  also  know  how  sincerely  I  have 
supported  him  thus  far.  I  claim  no 
credit  for  greater  interest  in  this  work 
than  that  of  any  other  Senator.  I  know 
we  are  all  interested  in  saving  lives.  I 
do  not  know  what  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  means  by  this  attack  on 
me.  We  are  working  on  the  same  side 
of  the  street.  We  are  trying  to  help  peo¬ 
ple.  I  thought  I  was  supporting  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico.  When  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  to 
be  right  I  shall  support  him,  and  I  hope 
he  will  support  me. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  wish  to  com¬ 
mend  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  for 


his  fight  for  the  bill.  I  also  wish  to 
commend  the  Senator  from  New  York. 
Trouble  always  ensues  from  proposals  to 
make  percentagewise  cuts.  In  making 
them  we  do  not  know  what  we  are  doing. 
It  is  being  very  well  demonstrated  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  this  afternoon  that 
when  percentagewise  cuts  are  proposed 
to  be  made,  in  many  cases  items  which 
should  be  cut  are  not  cut  and  those  which 
should  not  be  cut  are  cut. 

What  the  Senator  from  New  York  is 
trying  to  do  is  to  save  the  health  of  the 
country.  The  main  reasons  for  making 
cuts  is  that  we  need  money  for  the  de¬ 
fense  of  the  country,  and  that  effort  en¬ 
tails  a  vast  cost. 

Mr.  President,  if  there  are  items  in  the 
bill  which  involve  the  health  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  which  the  Senator  from  New  York 
has  not  included  in  his  amendment,  I 
hope  he  will  include  them.  I  can  think 
of  nothing  that  will  help  the  defense 
of  the  United  States  in  greater  measure 
than  the  protection  of  the  health  of  our 
people,  making  them  healthy  and  strong. 
I  hope  the  Senate  will  never  come  to  the 
point  where  it  will  vote  against  proper 
appropriations  which  involve  the  health 
and  the  welfare  of  the  people  of  the 
country. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Pardon  me  a  mo¬ 
ment.  Only  a  small  amount  of  money 
is  involved.  We  really  do  not  know  what 
we  are  doing  when  we  make  percentage¬ 
wise  cuts  that  affect  items  involving 
health. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ  and  Mr.  DIRKSEN  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mon- 
roney  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator 
from  New  York  yield,  and  if  so,  to  whom? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  yield  first  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico,  after  which  I 
shall  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee.  We 
would  not  have  had  any  trouble  what¬ 
soever  with  the  Lehman  amendment  or 
any  other  amendments,  so  far  as  the 
question  of  taking  care  of  public  health 
is  concerned,  if  it  had  not  been  for  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  Ferguson],  That  amendment 
was  offered.  Then  the  Senator  from 
New  York  offered  an  amendment  to  the 
Ferguson  amendment,  in  an  endeavor  to 
try  to  protect  the  situation.  But  up  to 
that  particular  time,  the  subject  of  pub¬ 
lic  health  was  being  cared  for  by  the 
committee? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President, 
Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  grant  that  what 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  says  is 
true.  But  inasmuch  as  the  Ferguson 
amendment  has  been  offered,  and  since 
it  affects  the  health  and  welfare  of  the 
people  of  the  country,  let  us  do  the  best 
we  can. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes.  That  is  why  I 
say  I  am  against  it.  That  is  why  I  want 
to  vote  it  down.  However,  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  fair  to  say  that  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
is  now  being  saved  by  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  New  York.  The  com¬ 
mittee  itself  first  endeavored  to  save  the 
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situation.  We  do  not  want  the  Fergu¬ 
son  amendment  or  any  other  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,, 
will  the  Senator  from  New  York  yield?' 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  The  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  misunderstood  me. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Possibly  so.  But  I 
also  know  the  English  language. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  do  not  think 
anyone  is  accusing  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  of  not  having  the  interest 
of  the  health  of  the  people  of  the  coun¬ 
try  at  heart.  I  know  he  worked  hard 
in  his  committee  on  this  measure.  Had 
it  not  been  for  the  offering  of  crippling 
amendments,  particularly  the  one  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Michigan, 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
New  York  would  not  have  been  neces¬ 
sary.  We  all  concede  that. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  only  thing  we  can 
do  now  is  to  defeat  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  now  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  am  very  much 
astonished  that  nearly  every  speech  in 
the  Senate  on  the  pending  bill  has 
started  with  the  rather  naive  prelude, 
“I  am  for  economy,”  and  then  come  all 
the  exceptions.  We  can  take  the  re¬ 
marks  made  by  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  and  the  Senator  from  New  York, 
and  apply  them  to  nearly  every  research 
item  in  the  Agricultural  appropriation 
bill,  the  Interior  Department  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  to  every  one  of  the  12  supply 
bills  as  they  come  along.  We  can  fill 
those  bills  with  emotionalism,  and  then 
what  happens  to  economy? 

We  can  come  to  but  one  concusion. 
There  is  a  real  doubt  in  my  mind,  and 
a  real  doubt  in  the  minds  of  the  people 
of  the  country,  whether  the  Senate 
wants  any  economy  as  a  matter  of  fact. 
I  doubt  very  much  that  Members  of 
the  Senate  do. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  thoroughly  dis¬ 
appointed.  Instead  of  glorifying  the 
subcommittee,  I  want  to  say  that  I  am 
thoroughly  disappointed  in  the  action 
of  the  subcommittee  in  not  following 
up  on  public  assistance.  That  subject 
is  passed  off  with  one  paragraph.  The 
report  says  there  is  dissatisfaction  with 
relief  administration,  and  the  subject  is 
left  there. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Let  me  continue. 
Yet  there  is  a  delegation  from  Indiana 
now  in  the  Social  Security  Agency  try¬ 
ing  to  cope  with  this  matter,  trying  to 
secure  a  requirement  that  the  names  of 
the  recipients  be  made  public,  or  be 
made  open  to  public  inspection.  There 
is  nothing  to  that  effect  in  the  report, 
nothing  in  the  hearings,  nothing  in  the 
amendments  to  the  Social  Security  Act 
that  have  lifted  these  assistance  pay¬ 
ment  from  $400,000,000  in  1946  to 
$1,300,000,000  in  1952. 

I  am  not  going  to  glorify  the  sub¬ 
committee  when  they  have  failed  in 
that  respect.  That  is  where  the  sub¬ 
committee  could  have  done  good  work. 


So  I  do  not  want  to  hear  anything  about 
so-called  economy. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Possibly  not.  When 
the  Senator  does  not  want  to  listen,  he 
does  not  have  to  remain  and  listen. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  remain  in  the 
Chamber  a  moment? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes;  I  want  him  to  re¬ 
main  also. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  yielded  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  for  a  question,  not  to 
make  a  campaign  speech. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  am  not  going  to 
make  a  campaign  speech.  But  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  raised  the  question 
of  who  sincerely  believe  in  economy.  I 
want  to  repeat  what  I  said,  and  I  am 
going  to  say  it  again  later  in  my  remarks, 
that  I  am  for  economy  heart  and  soul, 
but  I  do  not  believe  it  to  be  economy  to 
risk  the  lives  and  the  health  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  country  when  a  small  amount 
of  money  will  further  our  efforts  to  pro¬ 
tect  them.  That  is  not  economy. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Now  will  the  Senator 
yield  to  me? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  That  is  an  entirely 
backward  step  in  the  social  life  and  the 
thinking  of  this  enlightened  Nation. 
That  is  not  economy,  no  matter  what 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  may  say. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  for  a  question. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  is  true  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  used  to  be  a  Member 
of  the  House.  It  is  also  correct  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  used  to  be  a 
Member  of  the  House.  Eut  when  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  says  there  is  no 
reason  for  glorifying  the  subcommittee, 
I  call  his  attention  to  the  fact  that  the 
ranking  Republican  member  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  is  the  Senator  from  Califor¬ 
nia  [Mr.  Knowland]  ;  that  another  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  subcommittee  is  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Thye]  ;  that  an¬ 
other  member  of  the  subcommittee  is  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Hill],  as  is 
also  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Kilgore].  That  subcommittee  cut  the 
appropriations  contained  in  the  House 
bill  $112,000,000,  which  is  unusual,  be¬ 
cause  generally  the  Senate  committee 
restores  cuts  made  by  the  House,  or  in¬ 
creases  the  amount  provided  by  the 
House.  Since  in  this  instance  we  cut 
$112,000,000  from  the  House  items,  I  can¬ 
not  go  along  with  my  good  friend  from 
Illinois  and  agree  with  him  that  we  did 
not  do  our  duty.  We  may  have  been 
mistaken  as  to  certain  conclusions  we 
reached. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  New  York  yield  to  me 
for  an  observation  at  that  point? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  could  hardly  put  it 
in  the  form  of  a  question  and  respond 
to  the  observation  made  by  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico,  but  I  will  be  very  brief 
and  endeavor  to  put  it  in  the  form  of  a 
question. 
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Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
not  through. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Very  well. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  understand  that  the 
remarks  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  in 
connection  with  saving  money  will  be 
printed  in  the  home  newspapers  in  Illi¬ 
nois,  in  the  Decatur,  Ill.,  newspaper,  and 
in  other  newspapers.  But  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico,  as  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  certainly  tried  to  save 
money,  The  subcommittee  tried  to  save 
money.  I  think  perhaps  our  only  mis¬ 
take  is  that  we  did.  If  we  had  approved 
all  the  Budget  items  just  as  they  were, 
instead  of  trying  to  act  in  good  faith 
with  the  Senate,  we  possibly  would  have 
thought  differently.  But  the  report  of 
the  subcommittee  was  unanimous.  The 
ranking  Republican  member  of  that  sub¬ 
committee,  the  Senator  from  California 
[Mr.  Knowland]  is  not  a  wastrel.  Neith¬ 
er  is  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Thye],  The  report  of  the  full  committee 
was  unanimous.  After  we  have  saved 
$112,000,000,  it  is  not  fail1  to  be  accused 
of  not  doing  our  duty. 

As  I  have  previously  stated,  the  three 
men  to  whom  I  have  referred  do  not  need 
to  be  on  the  payroll.  We  can  save  money 
in  our  offices.  We  do  not  have  to  have 
Mr.  Johnson  on  the  payroll.  We  can 
save  money:  But  is  that  the  way  the 
Government  should  function?  Or  should 
necessary  expenditures  be  met?  I  am 
not  referring  to  waste.  I  am  not  refer¬ 
ring  to  unnecessary  payrolls.  But  we 
should  carry  on  the  functions  of  govern¬ 
ment.  Should  not  the  Senate  carry  on, 
even  if  we  must  employ  office  stenog¬ 
raphers? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Let  me  say  to  my  good 
friend  that  seven  times  in  seven  fiscal 
years  we  have  made  reductions  in  the 
appropriations  for  old-age  assistance, 
and  seven  times  in  seven  years  the  agency 
in  charge  of  the  administration  of  that 
activity  has  come  back  for  a  deficiency 
appropriation.  That  has  happened  every 
year  since  1944.  The  cut  which  is  pro¬ 
posed  here  is  not  an  economy  unless  we 
can  come  to  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  and 
find  that  the  cut  has  been  made  to  stick. 

I  know  what  the  hearings  show.  I 
have  been  boning  up  at  night  on  the 
hearings.  I  understand  that  there  are 
demands  for  new  benefits,  for  permanent 
disability  benefits,  and  for  other  things. 
Those  demands  will  probably  result  in  a 
deficiency  appropriation,  so  where  is  the 
economy? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Does  the  Senator  deny 
that  we  cut  $150,000,000  from  the  old-age 
assistance  item? 

-Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Will  the  reduction 
stick? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  the  Senator  will  help 
us  make  it  stick  this  time,  it  will  be  easier 
to  make  it  stick  next  year. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  It  never  has  stuck 
before. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Whether  it  sticks  or 
not,  the  committee  did  save  $150,000,000. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  What  the  Senator 
means  is  that  the  committee  temporarily 
cut  it  out.  The  agency  will  be  back  in 
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the  fall  saying,  “Here  is  a  new  estimate 
of  our  obligations.” 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Possibly  so.  I  do  not 
know  what  the  committee  will  do 
eventually.  I  do  not  know  what  the 
next  Congress  will  do.  However,  as  far 
as  this  committee  is  concerned,  there  is 
$150,000,000  less  for  old-age  assistance. 
What  else  can  we  do? 

Next  year  there  will  be  another  ses¬ 
sion  of  Congress.  I  cannot  tie  the  hands 
of  that  session  of  Congress.  However,  so 
far  as  this  committee  is  concerned,  I 
assure  the  Senator  from  Illinois  that 
there  is  $150,000,000  less  for  old-age 
assistance.  What  will  be  done  next  year 
I  do  not  know. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  When  we  come  to  the 
end  of  the  fiscal  year,  the  question  is, 
in  terms  of  the  budget,  How  much  money 
have  we  saved?  Unless  we  can  go  along 
with  the  Ferguson  amendment  and  ac¬ 
complish  something  in  the  way  of  a 
saving  which  will  stick  until  June  30, 
1952,  there  will  be  no  real  economy. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
listened  to  the  very  eloquent  remarks 
of  the  junior  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Dirksen],  during  the  course  of 
which  he  mentioned  by  name.  The  re¬ 
marks  were  to  the  effect  that  we  were 
all  talking  about  economy  and  that  that 
was  about  as  far  as  we  would  go. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  was  possibly 
not  present  in  the  Chamber  when  I 
stated  that  I  would  support  the  Fergu¬ 
son  amendment  with  respect  to  all  the 
items  except  the  five  items  relating  to 
research.  Those  items  are  as  follows : 

First,  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health. 

Second,  the  National  Cancer  Institute. 
Third,  the  mental-health  activities. 
Fourth,  the  National  Heart  Institute. 
Fifth,  dental-health  activities. 

Mr.  President,  I  was  present  during  the 
committee  hearings,  and  I  listened  to  the 
testimony  which  was  given  by  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  various  national  organ¬ 
izations  which  are  engaged  in  health 
research.  If  we  were  to  make  a  reduc¬ 
tion  in  the  funds  for  such  activities,  I 
do  not  believe  that  it  would  be  an  econ¬ 
omy.  I  think  it  would  be  a  short-sighted 
attempt  at  economy. 

Let  me  repeat,  Mr.  President,  that  I 
will  support  the  Ferguson  amendment  in 
all  its  reductions  throughout  the  entire 
bill,  with  the  exception  of  the  five  re¬ 
search  activities  to  which  I  have  referred. 
The  only  reason  I  do  not  support  the 
Ferguson  amendment  in  that  respect  is 
that  I  do  not  believe  it  would  be  an 
economy. 

I  am  very  happy  to  say  to  the  junior 
Senator  from  Illinois  that  I  am  just  as 
economy-minded  as  he  is.  However, 
after  having  sat  through  all  the  hear¬ 
ings,  L  fail  to  see  the  economy  in  making 
a  reduction  with  respect  to  these  five 
items.  Therefore,  I  shall  support  the 
amendment  which  proposes  to  exempt 
those  items  from  the  so-called  Ferguson 
amendment. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  yield. 


Mr.  IVES.  I  merely  wish  to  comment 
on  the  very  pertinent  remark  of  our  dis¬ 
tinguished  colleague  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Dirksen!.  I  hope  he  will  not  leave  the 
Chamber. 

I  yield  to  no  other  Member  of  this  body 
in  my  efforts  to  achieve  economy  and 
in  my  record  of  supporting  and  voting 
for  measures  calling  for  economy.  The 
other  day  I  had  occasion  to  figure  out 
the  total  amount  of  authorizations 
against  which  I  had  voted  in  the  past 
fiscal  year.  I  discovered  that  they 
amounted  to  more  than  $10,000,000,000. 

I  yield  to  no  one  on  the  question  of  econ¬ 
omy.  If  my  distinguished  colleague 
from  Illinois  will  watch  my  voting  in 
this  session  of  Congress,  he  will  find  that 
in  nearly  every  instance  I  shall  be  voting 
for  the  economy  motion,  and  for  all  the 
amendments  which  are  aimed  at 
economy. 

The  point  I  wish  to  raise  is  this:  I 
have  added  up  the  figures  presented  this 
afternoon  by  our  distinguished  colleague 
from  Minnesota.  They  come  to  approx¬ 
imately  $573,000  in  savings  under  the 
Ferguson  amendment  as  it  applies  to  the 
particular  items  which  are  covered  by 
the  Lehman  amendment  modifying  the 
Ferguson  amendment.  If  the  figures 
given  me  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Ferguson]  are  cor¬ 
rect,  when  he  states  that  approximately 
$11,700,000,000  in  savings  are  involved 
in  his  amendment,  only  5  percent  of  such 
total  saving  is  involved  in  the  Lehman 
amendment. 

Mr.  President,  for  years  some  of  us 
have  been  struggling  to  get  an  appro¬ 
priation  adequate  to  take  care  of  the 
particular  items  which  are  covered  by 
the  amendment  offered  by  my  colleague 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Lehman],  Year 
after  year  an  effort  has  been  made  to 
get  enough.  I  am  satisfied  from  what 
I  know  that  we  have  not  enough  yet,  the 
economy  situation  being  what  it  is.  We 
are  faced  with  conditions  over  which  we 
have  no  control. 

The  position  taken  by  the  committee 
in  this  respect,  when  it  comes  to  these 
particular  items,  is  probably  sound.  I 
would  not  endeavor  to  upset  what  the 
committee  has  done  by  trying'  to  increase 
the  appropriations  for  these  items. 
However,  I  disagree  most  heartily  with 
the  proposal  made  by  my  distinguished 
colleague  from  Michigan.  I  think  it  is 
altogether  out  of  order  so  far  as  these 
particular  activities  are  concerned.  I 
hope  that  in  the  name  of  economy,  as 
well  as  in  the  name  of  humanity,  the 
amendment  offered  by  my  colleague  from 
New  York  will  be  sustained  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  If  the  Senator  from  Michigan  were 
present,  I  would  ask  him  if  he  would  be 
willing  to  accept  that  amendment.  It 
would  in  no  way  destroy  what  he  is  try¬ 
ing  to  do.  Ninety-five  percent  of  the 
saving  which  he  is  endeavoring  to  make, 
assuming  that  his  amendment  were 
adopted,  would  still  be  realized  if  the 
Lehman  amendment  were  also  adopted. 
I  urge  the  Senate  to  vote  for  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  my  colleague. 

Mr.  AIKEN  and  Mr.  DIRKSEN  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  New  York  yield;  and, 
if  so,  to  whom? 


Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  yield  first  to  the 
Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
listened  to  a  rather  lengthy  discourse  on 
the  pending  appropriation  bill,  particu¬ 
larly  the  section  which  deals  with  the 
health  of  our  people  and  the  welfare  of 
our  children  and  their  mothers.  It 
seems  to  me  that  we  are  attempting  to 
place  a  cash  value  on  children  and 
mothers.  I  should  like  to  know  from 
some  of  our  dollar-and-cent  experts,  of 
whom  we  seem  to  have  several  on  the 
floor,  what  they  believe  to  be  the  cash 
value  of  a  5-year-old  child.  Does  a  5- 
year-old  child  have  any  cash  value? 
What,  if  anything,  is  it  worth  to  restore 
a  crippled  person,  who  is  a  care  upon 
his  family  or  a  burden  on  his  community, 
to  a  position  where  he  may  become  self- 
supporting  and  self-respecting  once 
more?  What  is  the  cash  value  of  a 
healthy  mother,  as  compared  with  a 
sickly  mother?  Are  we  to  determine  all 
these  questions  in  terms  of  dollars  and 
cents,  and  decide  that  the  fewer  the 
cents  the  better  off  the  country  will  be? 

Mr.  President,  a  ship  is  being  built 
down  at  Newport  News.  It  will  soon  be 
launched.  It  is  an  $80,000,000  ocean 
liner,  which  will  be  used  in  the  North 
Atlantic  service.  It  will  be  turned  over 
to  one  of  our  shipping  lines  for  $28,- 
000,000.  In  other  words,  we  are  making 
them  a  present  of  $50,000,000.  That 
amount  of  money  is  50  percent  more  than 
we  plan  to  appropriate  for  maternal  and 
child  welfare  work  in  this  country.  We 
are  spending  billions  of  dollars  in  help¬ 
ing  corporations  expand  their  industrial 
plants,  at  the  expense  of  our  taxpayers. 
We  hear  little  objection  here  on  the 
floor  to  such  expenditures.  Are  the  lives 
of  our  children  and  the  health  of  our 
mothers  worth  anything  at  all?  To 
hear  the  talk  this  afternoon  one  might 
assume  that  probably  we  ought  to  drown 
them  all  and  get  them  out  of  the  way. 
Then  they  would  not  cost  us  anything  at 
all.  Are  we  to  deal  with  the  problem  in 
that  way?  No;  I  will  not  vote  for  the 
Ferguson  amendment.  I  will  not  vote 
for  the  Lehman  amendment  either. 
will  not  vote  for  the  Lehman  amendment 
because  it  omits  maternal,  child,  and  re¬ 
habilitation  services,  which  are  just  as 
important  to  the  people  affected  as  are 
similar  services  to  those  who  are  af¬ 
fected  by  heart  trouble  and  other  dis¬ 
eases.  I  am  not  in  favor  of  scrimping  or 
saving  money  at  the  expense  of  the  lives 
of  our  children.  I  think  our  children 
are  worth  much  more  than  all  the  mil¬ 
lions  of  Detroit  or  Chicago  put  together. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  am  opposed  to  any¬ 
thing  of  the  nature  of  the  Ferguson 
amendment.  The  Senate  has  shown  that 
it  has  the  ability  to  deal  with  items  one 
by  one.  We  adopted  an  amendment  the 
other  day  which  was  offered  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas].  It 
provided  for  a  cut  in  appropriations  for 
the  solicitor’s  office  of  the  Department 
of  Labor.  I  voted  in  favor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  amendment.  The  Senator  has 
many  more  amendments  to  offer.  I  shall 
vote  for  some  of  them.  We  have  shown 
our  ability  to  deal  with  items  one  by  one. 
We  should  not  resort  to  a  dangerous 
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across-the-board  cut.  We  have  shown 
our  ability.  We  should  now  have  the 
courage  and  determination  to  deal  with 
the  problem  in  the  proper  way.  We 
should  not  put  a  dollars-and-cents  value 
on  the  life  of  a  child,  an  expectant 
mother,  or  a  sick  person.  For  heaven’s 
sake,  let  us  get  away  from  that  attitude 
in  attacking  the  problems  which  we  have 
before  us  . 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  see  how  a  Sena¬ 
tor  can  stand  on  the  floor  and  talk  about 
saving  a  hundred  dollars  or  a  thousand 
dollars  at  the  expense  of  someone’s  life. 
In  other  words,  we  are  being  asked  to  let 
the  cripple  stay  crippled.  Last  year  it 
cost  approximately  $490  to  put  about 
50,000  of  them  in  a  position  where  they 
could  help  themselves,  instead  of  re¬ 
maining  helpless.  I  do  not  know  what 
we  can  have  in  mind  when  we  talk  about 
saving  a  few  dollars  at  the  expense  of 
lives  and  letting  children  be  born  of 
mothers  who  are  physically  not  in  a  con¬ 
dition  to  take  care  of  them.  What  are 
we  thinking  of? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  may  say  to  the 
Ssnator  from  Vermont  that  he  knows 
me  well  enough  to  be  quite  certain  that 
I  agree  with  everything  he  has  said  to¬ 
day.  He  has  expressed  my  sentiments 
probably  far  better  than  I  could  ex¬ 
press  them. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  We  are  not  trying  to  in¬ 
crease  the  personnel  or  the  appropria¬ 
tion  for  maternal  or  child  welfare  and 
vocational  rehabilitation.  Why  should 
we  undertake  to  cut  back  beyond  what 
we  have  done  in  past  year's.  We  are 
not  asking  for  an  increase. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  The  Senator  from 
Vermont  has  stated  that  he  would  not 
vote  for  my  amendment.  The  reason  he 
gave  was  that  the  amendment  did  not 
include  grants  for  maternal  and  child 
welfare  services.  I  may  point  out  that 
my  amendment  refers  only  to  the  Pub- 
lice  Health  Service.  As  he  knows,  grants 
for  maternal  care  and  child  welfare 
come  under  other  categories. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  But  a  cut  is  involved 
there. 

‘Mr,  CHAVEZ.  The  Ferguson  amend¬ 
ment  would  make  a  cut. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  There  is  already  a  5- 
percent  cut  in  the  personnel  appropria¬ 
tion,  and  under  the  Ferguson  amend¬ 
ment  there  would  be  an  additional  cut  of 
5  percent.  Therefore  the  appropriation 
would  be  cut  back  to  a  point  where  it 
would  be  10  percent  less  than  was  appro¬ 
priated  during  previous  years. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  agree  entirely  with 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  that  the  cut 
proposed  in  the  Ferguson  amendment 
would  apply  to  other  items  in  which  I 
and  the  Senator  from  Vermont  are  in¬ 
terested. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  would  cut  everything. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  However,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  do  not  think  it  is  a  good  reason 
for  the  Senator’s  not  voting  for  my 
amendment,  because  my  amendment, 
after  all,  is  an  amendment  to  the  Fergu¬ 
son  amendment'.  He  could  still  vote 
against  the  Ferguson  amendment.  I 
hope  he  will  vote  against  it.  In  the  event 
that  the  Ferguson  amendment  is  not  de¬ 
feated  and  my  amendment  is  adopted, 
we  will  be  at  least  that  much  better  off. 


Mr.  AIKEN.  I  may  say  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  York  that  I  am  voting 
against  his  amendment  because  it  does 
not  include  provisions  in  relation  to  ma¬ 
ternal  care,  child  welfare,  and  vocational 
rehabilitation.  If  the  Senator’s  amend¬ 
ment  should  carry  with  my  vote,  he  then 
could  vote  for  the  Ferguson  amendment. 
If  his  amendment  were  rejected,  I  believe 
he  would  vote  against  the  Ferguson 
amendment.  We  should  take  the  items 
one  by  one.  We  should  have  the  cour¬ 
age  to  do  it.  We  should  vote  for  them 
one  by  one. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  May  I  ask  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  what  he  would  suggest 
with  reference  to  my  amendment? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  would  include  voca¬ 
tional  rehabilitation  and  maternal  and 
child  welfare  services  so  far  as  personnel 
was  concerned. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  hesitated  to  do  it, 
because  I  thought  my  amendment  was 
clean  cut  and  showed  'the  ridiculous 
character  of  the  move  for  false  economy. 
I  did  not  want  to  complicate  the  situa¬ 
tion.  I  think  I  was  wise  in  not  doing 
so,  because  I  can  still  vote  against  items 
as  they  are  brought  up. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  would  not  be  done. 
I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  whether  the  suffering  of  a  5-year- 
old  homeless  child  is  not  of  as  much  con¬ 
cern  to  us  as  a  person  who  has  a  bad 
heart. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Certainly. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Is  not  a  cripple,  who  is 
a  burden  upon  his  community,  but  who 
wants  to  become  self-supporting  once 
more,  as  much  our  concern  as  any  other 
person  who  is  suffering  from  a  disease? 
I  think  they  all  ought  to  be  included. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  New  York  yield? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  From  the  bottom  of 
my  heart  I  thank  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  for  his  remarks.  I  know  he  belongs 
to  the  other  side  of  the  aisle,  but  he  is 
true  blue.  He  is  an  American.  He  rep¬ 
resents  what  I  understand  to  be  the  con¬ 
cept  of  our  ideals,  and  a  concept  of  what 
is  American.  I  pay  tribute  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Vermont. 

I  think  we  owe  more  of  a  sacred  duty 
to  the  mentally  ill.  How  can  they  pro¬ 
tect  themselves?  The  Senator  testified 
before  the  committee  that  more  than 
800,000  of  them  are  in  mental  institu¬ 
tions.  We  are  not  talking  about  those 
whose  families  can  care  for  them,  but 
wre  are  speaking  only  of  those  who  are 
in  public  institutions.  Do  we  owe  them 
a  duty?  Should  we  give  them  some  con¬ 
sideration?  Gf  course,  we  know  that 
those  who  have  heart  disease  can  speak 
for  themselves  and  can  make  their  own 
complaints  to  Senators.  However,  that 
is  not  true  of  the  poor  unfortunates  who 
suffer  from  mental  illness.  So  I  am  glad 
that  there  are  Members  of  the  Senate 
and  there  are  people  elsewhere  in  the 
United  States  who  do  pay  attention  td 
these  matters. 

After  all,  Mr.  President,  a  person  who 
is  suffering  from  tuberculosis  can  com¬ 
plain  about  his  situation,  and  so  can  a 
person  who  is  suffering  from  heart  dis¬ 
ease  or  a  person  who  is  suffering  from 


cancer;  but  what  about  those  who  are 
suffering  from  mental  illness?  We  owe 
them  a  duty,  for  that  reason. 

So  I  am  very  glad  that  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  spoke  as  he  did,  and  I  am 
very  glad  that  the  Senator  from  New 
York  has  submitted  his  amendment  to 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Michigan. 

So  far  as  health  is  concerned,  I  hope 
we  realize  that,  in  contrast,  millions  and 
billions  of  dollars  are  appropriated  and 
spent  for  destruction,  to  kill  people.  I 
hope  that  we  who  serve  in  this  body  will 
not  be  so  niggardly  that  we  do  not  pay 
a  little  attention  to  the  health  of  our 
people. 

The  Congress  votes  millions  and  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  in  appropriations  to  be 
used  to  eradicate  diseases  of  horses  and 
cows  and  poultry,  but  then  it  is  proposed 
that  a  10-percent'reduction  be  made  in 
the  appropriation  items  for  the  health 
of  our  people  and  in  the  appropriations 
to  be  used  to  find  cures  for  heart  dis¬ 
ease,  cancer,  and  other  serious  diseases, 
some  of  which  may  kill  some  of  the 
present  Members  of  the  Senate,  and 
certainly  they  will  kill  many  other  per¬ 
sons. 

I  really  am  disgusted  that  the  Senate 
would  seriously  entertain  a  proposal  to 
reduce  these  appropriations.  After  all, 
cur  Government  spends  more  money  in 
taking  care  of  cows  than  it  does  in  taking 
care  of  babies.  I  think  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  and  the  Senator  from  New  York 
are  correct  on  this  point. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  yield  for  a  question. 
I  decline  to  yield  for  speeches  until  my 
remarks  are  concluded. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  Senator  a  question. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Very  well,  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  should  like  to 
commend  the  humanitarianism  of  the 
Senator  from  New  York,  but  I  should 
also  like  to  ask  him  a  question.  Is  it 
true,  as  he  said,  that  we  are  spending 
millions  of  dollars  to  help  millionaires 
expand  their  war  plants,  or  are  we  giv¬ 
ing  them  certificates  of  necessity  to 
spend  their  own  money? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  That  question  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  pending  ques¬ 
tion,  of  course. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  So  much  misin¬ 
formation  has  been  given  out  and  so 
much  distress  has  been  generated  there¬ 
by,  that  I  think  the  Senator  from  New 
York  fell  into  error  in  using  that  point 
as  an  argument  in  favor  of  his  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  No;  I  do  not  think  I 
did.  However,  I  should  like  to  reply  to 
what  the  Senator  from  Virginia  has 
said. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  hope  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  York  will  do  so. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Under  the  certificates 
of  necessity,  grants  may  be  made  to  com¬ 
panies  which  allegedly  are  expanding  in 
order  to  increase  their  defense  produc¬ 
tion  potential.  Under  the  law,  such 
companies  are  allowed  to  charge  for  the 
complete  depreciation  of  those  plants 
within  5  years. 
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It  has  been  demonstrated — and  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Banking  and  Currency  Com¬ 
mittee  have  made  this  statement  at 
meetings  of  the  committee  and  also  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate — that  $2,500,000,- 
000  of  certificates  of  necessity  were  given 
to  20  large  companies,  and  that  many 
of  those  companies  are  being  given  an 
exaggerated  allowance  for  depreciation, 
which  will  completely  cover  the  cost  of 
those  plants  within  5  or  6  years,  whereas 
the  life  of  the  plants  may  be  40  or  50  or 
60  years — thus  gaining  a  great  deal 
through  the  generosity  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  There  is  misin¬ 
formation  before  us,  as  well  as  else¬ 
where,  Mr,  President.  The  average  of 
the  certificates  of  necessity  is  about  60 
percent;  and  on  the  basis  of  60  per¬ 
cent,  a  manufacturer  who  expands  his 
plant  on  the  basis  of  present  defense 
spending  is  going  to  lose  money  if  peace 
comes  next  year  and  thus  ends  the  de¬ 
fense  activities.  Such  a  manufacturer 
is  gambling  that  we  are  going  to  spend 
$40,000,000,000  or  $50,000,000,000  a  year 
for  5  years.  He  puts  his  own  money  into 
that  gamble,  and  we  obtain  the  produc¬ 
tion  we  need  now,  through  the  expendi¬ 
ture  of  his  money,  instead  of  by  em¬ 
barking  on  a  socialized  plan  of  govern¬ 
ment  and  then  wiping  out  the  entire  in¬ 
vestment  after  the  war  is  over. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  knows  very  well 
that  a  war  plant  which  is  erected  either 
with  or  without  the  help  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  a  normal  life  of  40,  50,  or 
60  years  or  more;  and  a  manufacturer 
who  can  depreciate  such  a  plant  in  full 
in  5  or  6  years  will  certainly  profit 
through  the  generosity  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Does  the  Senator 
from  New  York  recall  that  in  1933,  when 
the  total  capacity  of  our  steel  companies 
was  approximately  70,000,000  tons,  they 
were  operating  at  50  percent  of  capac¬ 
ity?  Now  they  are  producing  at  the 
rate  of  110,000,000  tons  a  year.  Does  the 
Senator  think  anyone  can  be  certain 
that  110,000,000  tons  of  steel  can  be 
sold  each  year  for  the  next  5  years  or 
50  years,  as  the  Senator  has  indicated? 
Certainly  they  are  taking  a  gamble. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Yes;  I  think  they  can, 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  resume  my  re¬ 
marks.  I  have  already  referred  to  the 
number  of  persons  who  are  employed  at 
various  "health  and  research  institutes 
and  the  number  of  them  who  are  en¬ 
gaged  in  administrative  work.  I  wish 
to  continue  my  statement  along  those 
lines. 

In  mental  health  activities,  a  total  of 
250  persons  are  employed,  with  an  ad¬ 
ministrative  staff  of  36. 

The  National  Heart  Institute  has  a 
total  staff  of  367  employees,  and  only 
12  of  them  are  administrative  employees. 

The  dental  health  activities  have  a 
total  of  222  employees,  and  only  7  of 
them  are  on  the  administrative  staff. 

Mr.  President,  when  it  comes  to  the 
question  of  saving  money  by  reducing 
appropriations  for  public  works  which 
are  demonstrated  to  be  nonessential,  I 
will  go  as  far  as  will  any  other  Member 
of  the  Senate.  However,  Mr.  President, 


in  my  opinion  public  health  and  research 
are  essential  activities  in  furthering  the 
safety  and  welfare  of  our  people  and 
of  our  Nation.  If  we  are  not  convinced 
that  by  means  of  research  and  public 
health  services  we  can  save  lives,  and 
can  advance  the  health  of  our  people,  we 
should  not  make  any  appropriations  for 
those  purposes.  However,  we  are  con¬ 
vinced  that  appropriations  for  those 
purposes  will  result  in  the  saving  of  lives 
and  in  improving  the  health  of  our  peo¬ 
ple,  because  history  has  demonstrated 
the  value  of  these  activities. 

In  New  York  State  we  have  splendid 
research  facilities.  We  have  there  one 
of  the  best  research  laboratories  in  the 
United  States.  New  York  has  long  been 
very  active  in  the  fight  against  pneu¬ 
monia,  particularly  through  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  serums.  Our  State  has  made 
large  appropriations  in  that  connection. 
I  am  sorry  that  my  distinguished  col¬ 
league,  the  senior  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Ives]  is  not  now  on  the  floor, 
for  I  wish  to  state  that  I  am  very  grate¬ 
ful  to  him  for  the  help  he  gave  to  me 
when  I  was  Governor  of  New  York  and 
when  he  was  the  leader  of  the  majority 
in  the  New  York  State  Assembly.  He 
gave  me  a  very  great  deal  of  assistance 
in  securing  the  necessary  appropriations 
for  carrying  on  this  work. 

The  research  work  done  in  New  York 
and  the  various  areas  which  are  devel¬ 
oped,  manufactured,  and  provided  to  the 
doctors  and  hospitals  in  New  York  are  of 
tremendous  service  to  the  people  of  New 
York,  and  constitute  a  great  protection 
to  their  health  and  safety.  But,  Mr. 
President,  let  me  say  that  I  am  quite  as 
much  interested  in  saving  the  lives  of 
those  in  the  poorest  of  our  States  as  I  am 
in  saving  the  lives  of  the  people  in  my 
own  State  of  New  York;  and  we  know 
that  many  of  the  States  have  inadequate 
facilities,  and,  in  some  cases,  no  facili¬ 
ties  whatever,  for  research. 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  asked  what 
was  the  price  of  a  child’s  life.  It  was  a 
moving  and  pertinent  and  timely  ques¬ 
tion.  Let  me  say  that  if  we  saw  a  chance 
to  save  thousands  or  even  hundreds  of 
the  lives  of  our  fighting  men  or  our  other 
citizens  or  protect  them  against  the  haz¬ 
ards  of  accident,  catastrophe,  or  illness, 
we  should  consider  that  no  expenditure 
within  our  means  was  too  large.  But  it 
is  now  proposed  that  we  cut  down  on 
medical  and  public-health  expenditures, 
fields  in  which  we  have  demonstrated 
that  what  we  are  doing  is  of  direct  ben¬ 
efit,  not  only  to  thousands,  but  to  liter¬ 
ally  millions  of  our  people.  The  sav¬ 
ing  at  best  is  relatively  small,  less  than 
$1,000,000  for  the  various  services  which 
are  covered  by  my  amendment  and  less 
than  $2,000,000  if  we  were  to  include  all 
the  services  connected  with  public- 
health  activities.  That  saving  is  rela¬ 
tively  small  compared  with  our  total  ex¬ 
penditures.  The  suffering  and  loss  of 
life  because  of  that  cut  may  be  large  be¬ 
yond  calculation. 

I  feel  so  strongly  about  this  question 
that  it  is  hard  to  translate  my  feelings 
into  words.  It  is  claimed  that  the 
United  States  is  an  enlightened  country, 
and  I  know  that  it  is.  I  am  glad  to  say 
we  have  done  more  in  this  country  to 


raise  the  standards  of  medicine,  public 
health,  and  sanitation  than  has  been 
done  in  any  other  country  in  the  world; 
and  in  doing  that,  we  have  helped  the 
whole  world.  We  have  not  been  selfish. 
We  have  not  reserved  our  advances,  our 
discoveries,  or  the  development  of  our 
sciences  merely  for  the  use  of  our  own 
people.  We  have  been  glad  to  share 
them  with  other  people.  But  we  have  a 
very  long  way  to  go.  We  have  found 
neither  the  cause  nor  the  cure  of  many 
of  the  most  deadly  diseases  known  to 
mankind.  We  have  conquered  smallpox, 
yellow  fever,  typhoid  fever,  the  plague, 
and  typhus,  but  we  have  not  conquered 
heart  disease,  mental  disease,  cancer, 
poliomyelitis,  or  the  many  other  deadly 
diseases  with  which  human  beings  are 
beset. 

I  said  Friday  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  that  1  out  of  every  20  people  in 
this  country  either  has  suffered,  is  suf¬ 
fering,  or  will  suffer  from  some  phase 
of  mental  disease.  I  think  the  sufferers 
from  mental  disease  are  among  the  most 
unfortunate  in  the  world,  quite  as  un¬ 
fortunate  as  those  who  die  more  quickly 
from  cancer  or  heart  disease,  because, 
as  has  been  said,  they  cannot  help  them¬ 
selves,  they  need  the  help  of  others. 

We  are  making  progress  in  research 
and  in  the  treatment  of  mental  disease. 
New  York  State  today  is  spending  more 
than  $150,000,000  in  the  care  and  cure 
of  the  insane,  in  State  institutions  and 
probably  two  or  three  times  that  sum 
is  spent  in  private  institutions  and  by 
families. 

We  are  making  progress,  though  slow¬ 
ly,  it  is  true,  in  the  study  of  heart  di¬ 
sease,  of  cancer,  and  of  other  diseases 
with  which  we  are  coping.  Let  us  not 
call  a  halt  to  it.  Let  us  not  retreat.  Let 
us  not  tell  the  world  that  the  study  of 
the  diseases  of  chickens  and  cattle  and 
pigs  is  more  important  to  this  country 
than  the  study,  under  proper  research 
conditions,  of  the  deadly  disease  which 
beset  mankind.  We  are  going  to  get 
at  the  secret  of  their  prevention  if  pos¬ 
sible,  and,  in  those  cases  where  pre¬ 
vention  is  impossible,  the  secret  of  cure 
or  at  least  of  amelioration.  We  are  not 
going  to  do  this  by  chance.  Teamwork 
on  the  part  of  hospitals,  private  insti¬ 
tutions,  our  colleges  and  universities  and 
laboratories,  working  in  cooperation  with 
the  Federal  Government  and  with  State 
governments,  will  be  required.  If  we 
maintain  that  teamwork,  and  if  Gov¬ 
ernment  does  its  utmost,  not  sparingly, 
not  grudgingly,  but  with  deep  conviction 
that  we  shall  be  able  to  make  progress, 
we  will  win  the  battle. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  today 
I  find  myself  in  opposition  to  both  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  Ferguson]  and  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Lehman]  to  the  Ferguson  amendment. 
With  other  members  of  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee,  I  had  the  opportunity 
to  go  rather  carefully  into  the  several 
items  which  make  up  the  bill  which  is 
now  before  the  Senate.  The  committee 
had  in  mind,  both  when  examining  the 
justifications  for  the  several  items  in 
subcommittee,  and  in  the  markup  by  the 
subcommittee,  as  well  as  in  the  final  ao 
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tion  of  the  whole  committee,  the  neces¬ 
sities  with  respect  to  dollars  which  face 
the  Nation.  The  committee  made  cer¬ 
tain  severe  reductions  in  many  of  the 
items  of  the  bill.  When  I  say  severe, 

I  mean  severe,  so  far  as  the  committee 
within  its  limited  time,  could  determine 

the  facts.  ,,  .  ,  .  .. 

I  desire  to  be  perfectly  frank  in  dis¬ 
cussing  the  pending  bill.  I  have  said 
before,  and  X  now  reiterate,  that  it  is 
humanly  impossible  for  the  several  sub¬ 
committees  of  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  to  make  the  careful,  comprehen¬ 
sive  investigation  into  the  executive  de¬ 
partments  of  the  Government  which 
alone  would  permit  the  committee  to 
do  a  fully  advised  job  on  appropriations. 
The  staff  of  the  committee  are  devoted 
and  competent  in  their  work,  though  in¬ 
sufficient  numerically,  and  if  the  com¬ 
mittee,  with  its  staff,  cannot  probe  deep¬ 
ly  and  comprehensively  enough  into  the 
several  justifications  fully  to  understand 
how  much  money  is  absolutely  essential 
to  carry  on  the  activities  of  Government, 
and  what  requests  may  be  properly  de¬ 
nied,  how  much  less  able  are  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate,  with  all  deference 
to  them  and  to  their  ability  to  do  that 
work?  That  does  not  mean,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  the  Senate  should  not  at  the 
appropriate  time  act,  if  it  desires  to  act. 
I  believe,  however,  that  it  does  mean 
that  the  action  of  the  subcommittee, 
followed  by  that  of  the  full  Committee 
on  Appropriations,  should  at  least  carry 
some  weight  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
when  appropriation  bills  are  presented. 
Otherwise,  perhaps  we  had  better  get  rid 
of  the  committee  and  legislate  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  the  committee,  in 
examining  the  bill  in  full  session,  felt 
that  there  had  been  one  particular  in 
which  Congress  had  failed  to  do  its  full 
duty  in  reporting  appropriation  bills  in 
the  past.  That  was  in  attempting  to 
indicate  in  reports  what  portion  of  ap¬ 
propriated  funds  should  be  used  for  the 
employment  of  personnel  and  what 
should  be  used  for  other  purposes.  Such 
a  report  can  never  be  more  than  ad¬ 
visory.  There  is  no  legal  obligation  upon 
the  departments  to  follow  it.  Substan¬ 
tially  all  items  of  appropriation  carry¬ 
ing  funds  for  personal  services  have 
combined  in  the  items  not  only  payments 
for  personnel  but  also  the  amounts  nec¬ 
essary  to  meet  estimated  expenses  of  the 
particular  agency  or  division  of  the 
agency  in  question.  Such  an  item  usu¬ 
ally  appears  under  the  heading  “Salaries 
and  expenses.”  In  many  other  items  the 
two  factors  of  salaries  and  expenses  are 
combined  with  various  other  proposed 
expenditures,  sometimes  including  con¬ 
struction,  sometimes  funds  for  the  farm¬ 
ing  out  of  efforts  to  other  agencies,  some¬ 
times  funds  for  grants. 

It  is  most  difficult  to  understand  the 
final  disposition  to  be  made  of  appopri- 
ated  funds.  Understanding  cannot  be 
had  in  that  field  without  a  most  careful 
study,  first,  of  the  President’s  budget 
itself,  a  volume  of  more  than  1,000  pages 
of  statistical  data,  and  then,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  there  are  presented  before  the 
committee  for  each  agency  for  which 
an  appropriation  is  asked,  and  for  each 
activity  within  that  agency,  tables  of 


justification  of  the  several  amounts  re¬ 
quested.  Broken  down,  we  may  find,  at 
last,  personnel;  we  may  find  expendi¬ 
tures  itemized;  we  may  find  reimbursa¬ 
ble  items,  contractual  service  items,  and 
so  on,  all  in  detail. 

Representatives  of  the  several  agencies 
appear  before  the  subcommittees,  and, 
after  having  made  their  own  original 
presentations,  are  examined  by  members 
of  the  committee.  The  hearings  are 
available  to  the  full  committee.  Special 
compilations,  termed  “side  slips,”  are 
prepared  by  the  staff  of  the  committee. 
In  this  instance,  the  side  slips  comprise 
some  220  pages.  So  the  committee  does 
have  some  idea,  at  least,  of  what  is  be¬ 
fore  it.  It  has  some  basis  for  its  de¬ 
cision.  It  has  before  it  last  year’s  ap¬ 
propriation  for  the  several  items,  the 
appropriation  for  the  year  before,  and 
so  on. 

Reverting  now  to  my  first  proposition, 
Mr.  President,  the  necessity  for  some 
control  over  appropriated  funds  with  re¬ 
spect  to  personal  services,  the  committee 
this  year  adopted  a  motion  which  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  happened  to  pre¬ 
sent  and  which  was  fully  discussed  by 
the  committee,  for  statutory  control  over 
funds  appropriated  with  respect  to  the 
application  of  such  funds  to  the  pay¬ 
ment  for  personal  services.  In  my  opin¬ 
ion,  the  principle  adopted  is  a  long  step 
forward  in  sound  appropriative  practice. 
For  the  first  time  in  the  history  of  appro¬ 
priations,  so  far  as  I  am  aware,  and 
definitely  for  the  first  time  since  I  have 
been  a  member  of  the  committee,  the 
committee  has  recommended  a  statutory 
ceiling  on  the  amount  of  appropriated 
money  which  may  be  used  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  paying  for  personal  services. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  THYE.  The  5-percent  provision, 
as  it  would  relate  to  personal  services, 
was  really  a  substitute  for  the  Jensen 
amendment,  was  it  not? 

Mr.  CORDON.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  It  was  so  treated  by  the  committee. 

Mr.  THYE.  And  the  committee,  after 
much  study,  and  after  having  given  con¬ 
sideration  to  the  explanation  by  the 
General  Comptroller’s  Office  relating  to 
the  Jensen  amendment  and  the  impos¬ 
sibility  of  making  the  Jensen  amend¬ 
ment  administratively  workable,  gave 
the  Cordon  amendment  consideration. 
Am  I  correct  in  that  statement? 

Mr.  CORDON.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  THYE.  The  5-percent  provision, 
as  it  relates  to  personal  services,  was 
adopted  as  a  means  of  controlling  and 
reducing  personnel  expenditures  in  the 
various  Federal  agencies  as  a  substitute 
for  what  was  known  as  the  Jensen  rider 
in  the  House  appropriations  bill. 

Mr.  CORDON.  The  Senator  is  correct 
as  to  one  of  the  two  major  purposes  of 
the  amendment. 

I  have  said,  Mr.  President,  that  the 
amendment  serves  as  a  statutory  limit 
upon  the  expenditure  of  appropriated 
funds  for  personal  services.  The  amend¬ 
ment  provided — I  say  "provided”  because 
at  least  in  one  instance  it  is  no  longer 
effective  in  detail — for  a  ceiling  on  all 


expenditures  of  appropriated  funds  for 
personal  services  of  95  percent  of  the 
amount  estimated  for  that  purpose  in 
the  President’s  budget.  That  means 
that  in  no  instance  can  ■  more  than  95 
percent  of  the  budgeted  item  for  per¬ 
sonal  services  be  expended  for  that  pur¬ 
pose  in  the  fiscal  year.  Heretofore  any 
portion  of  any  appropriation  which  in¬ 
cluded  personal  services  might  be  used 
’for  personal  services  unless  some  por¬ 
tion  was  statutorially  earmarked  and 
thus  excluded.  Generally  the  money 
provided  for  the  two  items,  salaries  and 
expenses,  might  be  used  for  salaries  to 
the  extent  that  the  head  of  the  depart¬ 
ment  in  his  judgment  decided.  That, 
the  Congress  had  failed,  in  my  opinion, 
to  exercise  its  full  authority  and  respon¬ 
sibility  in  that  particular  field. 

Mr.  President,  the  amendment  appears 
not  as  a  single  amendment  in  the  bill, 
but  throughout  the  bill  wherever  there 
are  appropriations  which  include  per¬ 
sonal  services.  It  applies  to  every  item 
in  the  bill  for  personal  services  except 
the  items  for  hospitals  and  direct  medi¬ 
cal  care.  With  respect  to  those  items 
there  is  no  ceiling  fixed  by  the  bill. 
They  were  excepted  by  unanimous  vote, 
I  believe,  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Do  I  understand 
correctly  that  the  items  in  the  bill  which 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
York  would  eliminate  from  the  Fergu¬ 
son  amendment,  were  eliminated  by  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon? 

Mr.  CORDON.  Not  all  of  them.  For¬ 
eign  quarantine  was  not  eliminated  by 
my  amendment;  the  Heart  Institute,  the 
Cancer  Institute,  and  the  like,  were  not 
eliminated,  except  as  within  those  cate¬ 
gories  there  were  items  for  hospitals  and 
direct  medical  aid. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Yes,  where  they- 
apply  to  direct  personal  service  in  hos¬ 
pitals  and  in  providing  direct  medical 
aid.  That  is  the  distinguishing  differ¬ 
ence  between  wrhat  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  New  York  would  do 
to  the  Ferguson  amendment,  and  the 
amendment  adopted  by  the  committee, 
which  v/as  sponsored  by  the  able  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  CORDON.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  ask  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Oregon  if  it  is  not 
a  fact  that  the  Ferguson  amendment,  so 
far  as  its  purpose  is  concerned,  and  its 
full  force  and  effect,  is  identical  with 
the  Cordon  amendment  except  that  it 
makes  an  additional  5-percent  reduction 
in  the  ceiling? 

Mr.  CORDON.  That  is  my  under¬ 
standing  of  the  legal  effect  of  the 
Ferguson  amendment.  The  Ferguson 
amendment  presents  this  question,  and 
I  think  only  this  question:  Should  the 
action  of  the  committee  in  fixing  a  ceil¬ 
ing  of  95  percent  of  the  budget  figures 
for  personal  services  be  changed  to  make 
the  ceiling  90  percent? 
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Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  shall  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  in  a  moment. 
Under  the  Ferguson  amendment  hos¬ 
pitals  and  direct  medical  care  would  be 
excepted,  because  they  were  excepted  by 
the  committee.  The  legal  effect  of  the 
Ferguson  amendment,  therefore,  is 
simply  to  double  the  5  percent  which  was 
the  amount  of  the  reduction  under  the 
so-called  Cordon  amendment,  which  is 
the  committee  amendment. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  the 
Cordon  amendment,  the  5-percent 
amendment,  was  not  exactly  an  across- 
the-board  cut?  Did  not  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  increase  some  appropriations  before 
applying  the  5  percent?  I  have  in  mind 
particularly  the  appropriation  for  the 
Children’s  Bureau,  for  which  I  believe 
the  House  allowed  $1,450,000  for  per¬ 
sonal  services,  and  I  believe  the  Senate 
committee  increased  that  somewhat  be¬ 
fore  applying  the  5  percent,  evidently  on 
the  theory  that  the  amount  that  was  left 
was  the  amount  needed,  which  happens 
to  be  the  amount  the  Bureau  had  last 
year,  and,  I  believe,  the  year  before,  and 
for  some  time  before  that.  In  other 
words,  evidently  the  committee  thought 
this  particular  Bureau  was  entitled  to 
$1,500,000.  So  in  that  respect  it  was  not 
exactly  an  across-the-board  cut,  cer¬ 
tainly  not  an  across-the-board  cut  as 
the  bill  came  from  the  House. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  is  slightly 
confused  with  respect  to  the  legal  effect 
involved. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  concede  that. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  shall  be  glad  to  do 
what  I  can  to  clarify  the  situation. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  May  I  say  for  the  Re¬ 
cord  that  I  did  not  have  the  bill  or  any 
material  in  my  hand  when  I  discussed 
the  matter. 

Mr.  CORDON.  The  Senator  made 
himself  perfectly  clear.  I  had  expected 
to  advert  to  that  particular  matter  be¬ 
cause,  I  may  say  to  the  Senator  from 
Vermont,  initially  the  amendatory  pro¬ 
vision  did  not  operate  as  a  reduction  in 
an  appropriation.  It  operated  as  a  ceil¬ 
ing  on  expenditures  and  a  ceiling  on 
expenditures  it  does  operate  on  every 
item  in  the  bill — on  every  item.  In 
those  instances  where  the  action  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee  was  a  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  budget  request  in  an 
amount,  the  total  sum  of  which  was 
greater  than  95  percent  of  the  budget 
request  for  personnel,  there  was  a  re¬ 
duction.  If  the  committtee  had  made  a 
reduction  greater  than  the  5  percent  of 
the  personnel  budget  item,  then  there 
was  no  dollar  reduction  in  the  bill,  but 
the  limitation  would  still  be  there. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  find  on  examining  the 
bill  itself  that  the  committee  increased 
the  appropriation  from  $1,450,000  to  $1,- 
500,000  before  applying  the  amendment. 
Is  that  correct? 


Mr.  CORDON.  Yes. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Irrespective  of 
that  amendment,  that  does  not-  change 
the  Budget  figure,  and  the  Senator’s 
amendment  relates  to  the  Budget,  and 
not  to  what  either  the  House  or  the 
Senate  placed  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Exactly. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  wish  to  ask  the 
Senator  one  more  question  so  that  the 
point  may  be  made  clear.  As  I  under¬ 
stand,  if  the  Ferguson  amendment  is 
adopted  it  will  carry  with  it  the  iden¬ 
tical  exemption  as  the  amendment 
which  was  sponsored  by  the  able  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon,  which  the  committee 
adopted.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  CORDON.  My  understanding  is 
that  that  would  be  the  case.  The 
amendment  does  not  purport  to  change 
the  language,  and  the  limitation  ap¬ 
pears  as  a  language  change  in  each  ap- 
propriative  item  for  personal  services. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  If  that  is  the  cor¬ 
rect  interpretation  of  the  Ferguson 
amendment  and  the  effect  it  will  have, 
then  the  issue,  and  the  only  issue  ac¬ 
tually  before  the  Senate  in  voting  for 
or  against  the  Ferguson  amendment  is 
whether  in  the  judgment  of  each  indi¬ 
vidual  Senator  we  can  safely  reduce  the 
amount  to  be  expended  for  personal 
services  another  5  percent;  making  it  10 
percent  instead  of  5  percent,  as  now  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  bill,  under  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Oregon.  Is  that  not 
correct? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  entirely  in 
agreement  with  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas.  He  has  stated  the  legal  effect 
of  the  proposed  amendment. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  So,  what  we  are 
talking  about  is  the  difference  between  5 
and  10  percent.  We  are  all  agreed  on 
a  cut.  I  presume  the  5 -percent  cut  has 
been  adopted  in  the  bill,  by  acceptance 
of  the  Senator’s  amendment. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Yes. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  So  the  only  issue 
with  respect  to  the  amendment  is  wheth¬ 
er  we  will  extend  that  cut  to  10  percent. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Yes. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  should  like  to 
ask  one  further  question.  If  the  bill 
goes  to  conference  with  the  Ferguson 
amendment  adopted,  without  the 
amendment  of  the  able  Senator  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Lehman],  providing  ex¬ 
emptions  for  certain  functions,  the  con¬ 
ferees  may  include  in  the  conference 
report  one  or  more  of  the  items  in  which 
the  Senator  from  New  York  is  interest¬ 
ed.  So  there  would  be  an  opportunity 
for  further  study  in  conference.  There 
would  be  opportunity  to  include  any  of 
the  other  agencies  which  the  conferees 
might  wish  to  include,  and  which  are 
covered  by  the  amendment  of  the  able 
Senator  from  New  York.  I  think  I  am 
correct  in  that  statement.  I  ask  the  able 
Senator  if  that  is  not  a  correct  state¬ 
ment.  If  not,  I  should  like  to  be  cor¬ 
rected.  I  should  like  to  have  the  situa¬ 
tion  clarified. 

Mr.  CORDON.  ty[r.  President,  the  bill 
as  it  now  stands  carries  a  specific  dollar 


ceiling  on  personal  services  for  each 
item.  That  being  so,  each  of  the  ceiling 
provisions  will  be  in  conference.  The 
legal  effect  will  be  in  conference.  The 
amount  will  be  in  conference.  The  con¬ 
ferees  might,  of  course,  either  delete  all 
of  a  particular  item,  change  the  lan¬ 
guage,  or  change  the  figure.  So  the  con¬ 
ferees  would  have  complete  control  of  all 
the  items  in  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  New  York  to  the  Fer¬ 
guson  amendment. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  wanted  to  get  the 
situation  clear  in  my  mind.  I  intend  to 
support  the  Ferguson  amendment.  I 
believe  that  the  time  has  arrived  to  make 
reductions.  We  all  talk  economy,  but 
when  an  effort  is  made  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  to  do  something  about  it,  we 
say,  “I  believe  in  economy,  but — .” 

I  shall  vote  for  the  Ferguson  amend¬ 
ment,  just  as  I  voted  for  the  10-percent 
cut  in  committee.  But  the  point  I  wish 
to  make  is  that  there  are  some  services 
which  none  of  us  want  to  curtail.  We 
do  not  want  to  retard  or  hamper  them. 
I  am  unwilling  to  make  a  cut  which 
would  do  so. 

I  am  not  so  certain  but  that  a  number 
of  cuts  could  be  made  without  any  actual 
curtailment  of  service.  In  this  period  of 
crisis,  when  we  are  drafting  the  young 
men  of  the  Nation  and  sending  them  to 
foreign  battlefields  to  fight  and  die,  there 
is  not  an  employee  of  the  Government, 
not  a  Member  of  Congress,  who  ought 
not  to  be  willing  to  work  a  little  harder 
and  a  little  longer,  and  make  a  little  sac¬ 
rifice  toward  the  contribution  which  is 
now  necessary  by  effectuating  some 
economy  throughout  the  various  agencies 
when  American  boys  are  making  such 
great  sacrifices. 

I  am  going  to  vote  for  economy.  I  am 
going  to  vote  to  cut  appropriations  not 
only  in  this  bill,  but  in  the  legislative 
bill.  I  think  I  could  work  an  hour  longer 
a  day,  or  2  hours  longer  a  day,  if  neces¬ 
sary.  I  think  the  staff  in  my  office  could 
do  so.  If  we  are  unwilling  to  do  that 
for  the  sake  of  the  country,  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  effectuating  some  economies,  then 
we  are  not  willing  to  make  contributions 
comparable  to  those  which  we  are  call¬ 
ing  upon  the  young  manhood  of  America 
to  make  in  defense  of  freedom. 

I  believe  that  appropriations  can.be 
cut.  I  believe  that  as  a  matter  of  moral 
right  we  ought  to  cut  them.  We  ought 
to  demand  of  those  who  work  for  the 
Government  a  small  measure  of  sacrifice 
in  this  period  of  crisis. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
say  to  my  friend  from  Arkansas — and  I 
say  it  from  the  bottom  of  my  heart — 
that  he  has  just  said  something  which 
ought  to  be  said  again  and  again 
throughout  the  country,  something 
which  should  be  said  and  reiterated 
time  and  time  again  by  the  Executive 
head  of  this  Nation  to  the  people  of  the 
country.  I  join  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas.  I  am  willing  to  go  as  far  as  my 
judgment  will  permit  me  to  go  in  making 
reductions. 
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With  what  information  I  have  at  this 
time — and  I  have  endeavored  to  inform 
myself  as  best  I  could  on  this  particular 

bill _ I  am  of  the  considered  opinion  that 

it  would  be  dangerous  to  cut  this  appro¬ 
priation  in  the  personnel  field  more  than 
the  committee  has  cut  it.  I  can  under¬ 
stand  that  other  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  may  take  a  different  view.  I  can 
only  present  my  views  and,  so  far  as  I 
can,  the  reasons  for  such  views. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  before  us  a 
$2,000,000,000  hill,  with  about  $117,000,- 
000  of  it  for  personal  services.  Before 
the  bill  came  to  the  committee  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  had  scanned  it.  I  am 
not  one  of  those  who  believe  that  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  is  wholly  an  agency 
of  extravagance.  I  have  worked  with  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  in  the  years  I  have 
been  in  the  Senate.  I  am  personally  ac¬ 
quainted  with  many  of  its  personnel.  I 
know  that  that  agency  strives  to  send  to 
the  Congress  as  sound  a  series  of  esti¬ 
mates  as  it  can,  not  only  with  reference 
to  personnel,  but  with  reference  to  other 
items. 

It  is  easy  to  stand  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  and,  in  sweeping  generalities,  say 
that  all  the  employees  in  the  executive 
departments  are  lazy  louts  and  wastrels, 
or  that  all  the  supervisoi'y  group  seek 
only  selfish  interest,  and  to  pad  payrolls. 
We  can  make  such  statements,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  but  we  are  a  bit  reckless  when  we 
do  so.  They  cannot  be  borne  out  by  the 
facts. 

Certainly  in  any  organization  so  vast 
and  stupendous  as  is  the  American  Gov¬ 
ernment,  employing  personnel  at  an  an¬ 
nual  cost  of  more  than  $4,000,0001)00  a 
year,  exclusive  of  the  national  defense, 
there  must  be  room  to  reduce  personnel. 
The  committee  has  sought,  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  this  first  bill,  to  approach  the 
reduction  with  a  statutory  limitation 
reducing  the  estimate  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  by  5  percent  across  the  board, 
exempting  only  hospitals  and  direct 
medical  aid. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  should  like  to  inquire 
of  the  Senator  whether  a  representation 
which  has  been  made  to  me  is  correct, 
namely,  that  a  5-percent  cut  or  a  10-per¬ 
cent  cut  would  actually  amount  to  more 
than  that  in  cash,  by  reason  of  the  fact 
that  the  personnel  removed  would  be  en¬ 
titled  to  receive  pay  which  they  had 
earned  for  their  accumulated  leave,  so 
that  the  total  amount  of  money  actually 
taken  out  would  be  not  only  5  percent, 
but  perhaps  an  additional  amount  be¬ 
yond  that. 

Mr.  CORDON.  If  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  the  Senator - 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  am  referring  to 
terminal  leave  payments  which  person¬ 
nel  involuntarily  removed  are  entitled  to 
receive  in  cash. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  think  I  fully  under¬ 
stand  the  Senator.  If  I  do,  I  am  in 
agreement  with  him.  Under  the  law  as 
the  Congress  has  put  it  on  the  books,  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Federal  Government  may 
accumulate  unused  annual  leave.  If 
they  are  detached  from  the  Government 
they  are.  entitled  to  be  paid  at  the  reg¬ 


ular  rates  for  all  of  the  period  of  ac¬ 
cumulated  leave  which  they  have  earned. 

We  have  had  various  estimates  from 
time  to  time  before  the  committee  with 
respect  to  the  total  amount  of  such  ac¬ 
cumulated  leave.  Although  I  am  not 
certain,  my  memory  is  that  it  averages 
close  to  the  limitation  of  60  days  per 
person.  That  means  that  if  we  apply 
a  5  percent  limitation  on  the  estimates 
for  personal  services  as  they  appear  in 
the  budget,  as  a  result  of  the  necessity 
of  paying  for  60  days,  or  one-sixth  of 
a  year,  of  salary  to  each  of  the  indi¬ 
viduals  who  are  detached,  we  actually 
increase  the  separation  by  considerably 
more  than  5  percent,  because  we  would 
make  a  reduction  in  money,  not  in  num¬ 
bers  of  personnel.  If  we  attempt  to 
make  a  reduction  in  numbers  of  person¬ 
nel  we  are  in  a  field  of  guesswork.  We 
may  take  10  percent  of  the  personnel 
in  the  lowest  brackets  and  hardly  affect 
the  budget.  However,  when  we  make 
a  reduction  in  money — and  that  is  the 
only  way  to  cut  down  on  personnel,  if 
that  is  what  we  want  to  do — we  do  not 
appropriate  the  money.  In  that  way  the 
department  must  cut  its  suit  out  of  the 
cloth  we  provide.  With  the  95  percent 
provided  it  must  pay,  first,  those  who 
are  separated.  If  sufficient  money  is 
not  available  to  pay  for  accumulated 
leave  that  must  be  taken  into  consid¬ 
eration  when  the  personnel  factor  is  ap¬ 
plied  to  the  money  which  is  made  avail¬ 
able. 

(At  this  point  Mr.  Cordon  yielded  to 
Mr.  Hunt,  who  made  a  statement  on  the 
so-called  Ferguson  amendment.  By 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Hunt’s  remarks 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  at  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  Mr.  Cordon’s  speech.) 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President - - 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  A  few  minutes  ago 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  made  several 
observations  in  regard  to  the  work  which 
has  been  done  by  the  committee  and  in 
regard  to  the  work  done  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  budget.  I  agree  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  as  to  that.  I  myself  know  of  sev¬ 
eral  men  in  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
who  are  very  well  qualified  for  the  work 
they  are  doing,  and  who  are  doing  a 
good  job  in  attempting  to  bring  to  both 
branches  of  the  Congress  a  budget  which 
they  feel  is  justified. 

I  was  not  present  in  the  committee 
at  the  time  when  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  proposed  his  5-percent-reduction 
amendment.  It  was  presented  at  the 
meeting  of  the  full  committee,  after  I 
had  to  leave,  just  before  the  committee 
voted  to  report  the  bill. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
say  that  I  am  fully  aware  of  the  re¬ 
sponsible  position  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  has  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate, 
and  of  the  fact  that  frequently  he  is  re¬ 
quired  to  be  in  the  Senate  Chamber  at 
a  time  when  he  would  prefer  to  sit  with 
his  own  subcommittee  or  with  the  full 
committee;  but  it  simply  cannot  be 
helped. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
I  highly  respect  him.  He  said  he  was 
presenting  his  own  views,  and  he  said  he 


felt  that  to  make  an  additional  cut  of 
10  percent  in  the  appropriations  would 
be  dangerous  at  this  time. 

I  should  like  to  have  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  show — as  he  no  doubt  intends  to 
do — the  justification  for  making  a  5-per¬ 
cent  cut  in  the  appropriations,  and  also 
why  he  believes  it  would  be  dangerous  to 
make  a  further  cut.  In  other  words,  I 
should  like  to  have  him  present  the  argu¬ 
ments  in  favor  of  making  a  5-percent  cut 
and  in  opposition  to  making  a  10 -percent 
cut. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
whether  he  would  have  any  objection  to 
a  unanimous-consent  agreement  limiting 
the  time  for  debate  both  on  tire  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  New  York  to 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  and,  subsequently,  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan.  I  should  think  we  could  conclude 
action  on  one  of  these  amendments  to¬ 
day,  and  then,  tomorrow,  conclude  ac¬ 
tion  on  the  other  one.  I  certainly  hope 
that  will  be  done.  The  independent  of¬ 
fices  appropriation  bill  will  be  ready  for 
consideration  by  the  Senate  tomorrow 
evening. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Certainly  I  have  no  ob¬ 
jection  to  concluding  action  on  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill  by  means  of  any  agreement  which 
is  satisfactory  to  the  Senate. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  In  response  ter  the 
suggestion  just  made,  let  me  say  that  so 
far  as  I  am  concerned,  there  is  no  objec¬ 
tion  to  having  an  agreement  reached  in 
regard  to  limitation  of  debate  at  any 
time  the  Senate  desires.  However,  be¬ 
fore  that  is  done,  I  feel  that  both  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
York  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Michigan,  and  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  itself  should 
be  voted  on,  because  they  involve  the  en¬ 
tire  basis  for  the  cuts  in  appropriations 
which  may  be  proposed  by  any  other 
amendments;  and  when  we  conclude  ac¬ 
tion  on  the  so-called  Ferguson  amend¬ 
ment,  we  shall  then  be  in  a  position  to 
take  up  similar  amendments. 

Therefore,  I 'hope  no  limitation  will  be 
placed  on  debate  until  we  have  completed 
action  on  the  so-called  Lehman  amend¬ 
ment  and  the  so-called  Ferguson  amend¬ 
ment.  Then  I  am  satisfied  it  will  be 
perfectly  agreeable  to  Senators  on  this 
side  of  the  aisle  to  have  the  Senate  limit 
debate  in  any  way  that  is  desired. 

Mi-.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Of  course,  I  wish  to 
have  the  so-called  Ferguson  amendment 
and  also  the  so-called  Lehman  amend¬ 
ment  voted  on  by  the  Senate  without 
undue  delay,  but  I  do  not  wish  those 
amendments  to  be  voted  on  until  the 
Senator  from  Oregon,  who  heard  the 
testimony  and  who  participated  in  the 
attempt  in  the  committee  to  make  a 
proper  recommendation  to  the  Senate, 
has  an  opportunity  to  present  his  views 
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in  regard  to  the  amendments.  He  is  the 
one  who  recommended  to  the  committee 
the  5 -percent  cut  in  the  appropriations, 
and  I  think  he  should  be  allowed  to 
inform  the  Senate  why  he  favors  such 
a  provision. 

_We  are  not  complaining  about  the 
attempt  of  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
to  have  a  10  percent  cut  made — or  even 
a  15  percent  or  a  20  percent  cut  made; 
but  we  are  trying  to  convince  the  Senate 
that  the  sound  course  for  it  to  follow, 
in,,  making  the  proper  kind  of  savings, 
is  to  adopt  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon.  Therefore,  we  wish 
the  Senate  to  have  the  benefit  of  hear¬ 
ing  the  Senator  from  Oregon  present 
his  views  and  arguments,  and  then  vote. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  now  to  give  as  direct  an  an¬ 
swer  as  I  can  to  the  suggestion  of  the 
minority  floor  leader.  Let  me  say  first 
that  I  cannot  indicate  with  respect  to 
any  item  in  the  bill  specifically  where 
a  5-percent  cut  can  be  safely  made  and 
a  10-percent  cut  cannot  be  made.  My 
judgment  is  based  to  a  very  great  extent 
upon  the  fact  that  5  percent  is  1  in  20, 
and  10  percent  is  1  in  10.  Among  other 
things,  the  committee  had  before  it  the 
itemized  list  of  the  personnel,  including 
the  activities  in  which  the  several  per¬ 
sons  were  expected  to  be  engaged,  and 
including  the  number  of  additional  per¬ 
sonnel,  if  any,  requested  in  the  proposed 
estimates,  and  I  believe  that  when  a  care¬ 
ful  scrutiny  has  been  made  by  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget,  and  another  careful 
scrutiny  made  by  the  committee,  and  all 
that  information  is  taken  into  consid¬ 
eration,  and  we  eliminate  1  in  20  of  the 
persons  employed  in  the  civil  depart¬ 
ments  of  the  Government,  we  shall  have 
gone  about  as  far  as  we  ought  to  go,  un¬ 
less  we  are  willing  to  give  up  our  present 
system  of  appropriation  by  subjects  and 
return  to  an  itemized  appropriation.  If 
we  return  to  that  system,  we  shall  have 
an  appropriation  bill  consisting  of  per¬ 
haps  300  pages  in  the  place  of  one  con¬ 
sisting  of  50  or  60  pages.  We  shall  then 
have  absolute  control  of  the  personnel, 
the  expenses,  and  so  forth,  under  an 
itemized  list.  In  that  way  we  could  do 
a  far  better  job  than  we  do  when  we 
make  single  appropriations  covering  a 
great  number  of  objects. 

One  might  ask  the  same  question 
which  has  been  asked  with  respect  to 
the  difference  between  a  5  percent  cut 
and  a  50  percent  cut.  The  difference 
again  is,  of  course,  1  in  20  as  against  1  in 
2,  and  it  is  a  matter  of  judgment  for  the 
Members  of  the  Senate,  most  of  whom 
have  not  had  access  to  the  detailed  data, 
and  it  is  a  matter  of  judgment  for  the 
members  of  the  committee,  all  of  whom 
have  had  access  to  the  data,  although 
many  have  not  had  the  opportunity  to 
make  the  study  which  should  be  made. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  another  question? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Smith  of  North  Carolina  in'the  chair). 
Does  the  Senator  from  Oregon  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  not  sure  that 
the  Senator  has  even  attempted  to  figure 
it  out  nor  am  I  sure  that  it  can  be  done; 


but  I  should  like  to  ask,  if  it  were  pos¬ 
sible  to  translate  into  dollars  and  cents 
the  saving  which  is  proposed  in  the  Jen¬ 
sen  amendment,  as  the  committee 
finally  modified  it,  what  would  the  sav¬ 
ing  be,  if  it  could  be  made — and  I  am 
not  sure  that  it  could  be — as  compared, 
let  us  say,  to  a  cut  of  5  percent? 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  our 
study  indicated  that  we  were  in  a  field 
of  guess,  after  we  had  obtained  all  the 
information  we  could  get.  I  do  not  as¬ 
sume  to  speak  for  the  entire  membership 
of  the  committee,  though  I  heard  some 
of  the  members  discuss  the  matter,  but 
the  view  of  some  of  us  was  that  the  best 
that  could  be  hoped  for  under  the  Jensen 
amendment  was  substantially  a  5  per¬ 
cent  reduction  throughout  the  personnel 
level. 

If  I  may  revert  for  a  moment  to  the 
Jensen  amendment,  the  testimony  be¬ 
fore  the  committee  was  that  separations 
throughout  the  Government  service  run 
from  approximately  18  percent  in  cer¬ 
tain  agencies  to  as  high  as  36  percent 
in  others.  Those  separations,  of  course, 
would  begin  immediately  after  the  fiscal 
year,  and  would  end  with  the  close  of 
the  fiscal  year.  If  we  assume  a  steady 
rate  of  separations  distributed  through¬ 
out  the  year  the  average  separation  rate 
for  the  year  would  be  these  percentages 
divided  in  half,  and  we  could  then  have 
a  reasonable  idea  of  the  number  of  man- 
years,  or  average,  to  be  gained  if  others 
could  not  be  employed  to  take  the  place 
of  those  who  were  separated  from  the 
service.  I  mean  that,  with  respect  to 
the  agencies  in  which  the  separation  is 
around  18  percent,  the  average  in  man- 
years  would  be  9  percent,  and  that,  with 
respect  to  those  in  which  the  separation 
is  around  36  percent,  it  would  be  18  per¬ 
cent. 

However,  we  must  have  in  mind,  when 
we  consider  that  matter,  that  the  Jensen 
amendment  as  contained  in  the  House 
bill,  and  the  modified  Jensen  amend¬ 
ment  which  the  committee  considered, 
differed  with  respect  to  a  specific  pro¬ 
vision  for  a  ceiling  which  would  be  per¬ 
mitted  in  each  agency  before  the  amend¬ 
ment  could  become  operative. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Why  would  it  not  be 
much  simpler,  I  may  ask  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator,  merely  to  adopt  the 
budget  which  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd]  recommended,  cutting  it  $7,- 
000,000,000  or  $8,000,000,000,  instead  of 
arguing  about  a  little  5  percent  cut  on 
$117,000,000?  Would  it  not  be  better? 
A  moment  ago,  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  suggested  that  we  might  take  up  300 
different  agencies  or  items.  I  ask  again, 
why  not  take  the  Byrd  budget,  debate  it, 
argue  it,  and  settle  it  once  for  all  in  one 
debate? 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
be  glad  to  endeavor  to  answer  the 
Senator.  In  my  opinion,  there  is  much 
to  be  said  for  that  approach.  I  am  one 
of  those  who  last  year  supported  the 
one-package  appropriation  bill.  I  still 
believe  that  it  is  the  soundest  approach 
to  appropriations  which  the  Congress 
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will  ever  evolve,  because  it  Is  the  only 
procedure  by  which  the  Congress  can 
maintain  control  of  the  total  appropria¬ 
tion  until  the  last  minute,  when  the  bill 
is  passed.  Had  we  been  able  this  year 
to  carry  that  into  effect,  we  could  have 
done  this  year  what  we  did  last  year, 
when  we  added  section  1214  to  the  bill, 
and,  in  that  section,  cut  the  total  appro¬ 
priation  by  $550,000,000;  which  sum  was 
impounded  and  was  not  used,  because 
not  appropriated.  In 'addition  to  that, 
there  was  $30,000,000  more  which  was 
impounded,  and  I  do  not  recall  that  there 
have  been  any  great  outcries  because 
any  essential  activity  was  hurt.  We 
cannot  do  that  now.  We  are  going  to 
have  our  whole  apple  brought  to  us  in 
some  12  or  13  segments.  We  must  op¬ 
erate  on  each  of  the  segments  as  it 
comes.  I  should  prefer  the  other  ap¬ 
proach.  I  think  it  is  the  soundest  ap¬ 
proach.  I  think  it  is  the  one  way 
whereby  the  entire  Senate,  despite  the 
fact  that  many  Senators  never  have  the 
opportunity  to  work  on  the  Appropria¬ 
tion  Committee,  can  still  use  sound  judg¬ 
ment  in  its  final  action.  It  can  in  that 
way  look  at  the  total  necessities,  the 
total  expected  income,  and  determine 
what  relationship  one  should  bear  to 
the  other,  and,  in  one  short  section  of 
such  a  bill,  it  can  execute  its  judgment. 
That  is  the  way  it  should  be  done.  It 
is  not  being  done  in  that  way,  and  we 
must  do  the  best  we  can  with  what  we 
have. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Did  the  Comptrol¬ 
ler  General  endorse  the  Cordon  amend¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  CORDON.  The  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  made  no  appearance  and  advised 
the  committee  not  at  all.  Representa¬ 
tives  of  the  Comptroller  General’s  office 
were  before  the  committee.  Those  who 
appeared  before  the  committee  joined 
with  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  in  the 
statement  that  the  most  logical  method 
of  making  reductions  in  this  or  in  any 
other  appropriation  bill  would  be  the 
method  of  writing  the  reduced  specific 
figures  throughout  the  bill. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
neither  the  representatives  of  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General’s  Office  nor  of  the  Budg¬ 
et  Bureau  made  any  recommendations? 
We  asked  them  what  the  approach 
should  be.  Is  not  that  correct?  It  was 
committee  action;  it  was  not  the  action 
of  the  Budget  Bureau  or  of  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  want  to  dispute  with  the  able  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee.  I  am  perfect¬ 
ly  clear  in  my  mind  that  representatives 
of  both  agencies  were  responsible  for 
the  statement  to  the  committee  that  the 
soundest  approach  was  the  approach  of 
specific  figures. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  Is  correct;  but 
did  not  the  committee  ask  them  for  that 
information? 

Mr.  CORDON.  Oh,  yes. 
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Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  was  not  voluntary 
on  their  part. 

Mr.  CORDON.  They  were  brought 
before  the  committee. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Because  the  commit¬ 
tee  wanted  to  arrive  at  some  method  of 
approach.  Is  not  that  correct? 

Mr.  CORDON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON. .  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  think  the  questions 
we  are  asking  the  Senator  are  bringing 
out  all  the  issues  and  the  facts  involved. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  shall  be  happy  to 
answer  every  question  I  can  answer.  I 
do  not  want  to  delay  the  Senate,  because 
I  think  that  what  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  has  to  offer  is  not  of  too  much 
value. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  If  I  did  not  think  it 
was  of  value,  I  would  not  be  asking  ques¬ 
tions;  but  I  know  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  is  one  of  our  most  industrious 
colleagues,  and  I  appreciate  his  judg¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  desire  to  associate 
myself  with  his  very  pertinent  remarks 
just  made  about  the  one-package  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  or  the  so-called  Butler- 
Byrd  bill,  or  however  it  may  be  identi¬ 
fied.  I  think  it  was  the  proper  way  to 
legislate,  and  I  am  sure  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  knows,  as  a  member  of  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee,  I  was  in  favor 
of  it.  I  think  that  method  of  appro¬ 
priation  should  be  reinstated.  It  would 
be  a  great  boon  in  helping  the  members 
of  the  committee  and  getting  before  the 
whole  Senate  in  one  package  the  total 
appropriations. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  one 
question.  What  is  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  amount  of  saving  which  might 
be  effected  by  the  so-called  Jensen 
amendment  and  the  saving  which  might 
be  brought  about  by  the  committee’s 
modification  of  it?  How  much  differ¬ 
ence  would  there  .be  if  we  could  translate 
it  into  dollars?  The  provision  will  be  in 
conference,  and  that  is  why  I  am  ask¬ 
ing  the  question.  So  long  as  it  will  be 
in  conference  as  the  Jensen  amendment, 
I  am  wondering  what  the  difference  in 
saving  might  be  between  the  Senate  pro¬ 
vision  and  the  House  provision,  no  matter 
what  happens  here  in  the  final  determi¬ 
nation  of  the  question. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  In  a  moment. 

Mr.  President,  there  was  no  estimate 
before  the  committee  from  anyone  as  to 
the  savings  which  would  be  effected  by 
the  Jensen  amendment  as  it  appears  in 
the  House  version  of  the  bill.  It  is 
wholly  a  matter  of  speculation.  When 
one  aprpoaches  consideration  of  the 
effect  of  an  amendment,  one  is  compelled 
to  be  wholly  practical  and  to  realize 
that  if  there  is  to  be.  an  average  of  18 
percent  separation  in  a  given  agency — 
that  is,  if  18  percent  of  the  total  person¬ 
nel  at  sometime  during  the  year  is  to 
be  separated  under  the  conditions  set 
forth  in  the  Jensen  amendment — the 
head  of  any  agency,  where  that  kind  of  a 
separation  would  result  in  a  chaotic  con¬ 
dition  in  the  handling  of  the  work  of  the 


agency,  would,  at  the  beginning  of  the 
year,  do  everything  he  could  do  so  to 
arrange  his  whole  personnel  pattern  as 
to :  First,  keep  as  many  of  his  personnel 
on  the  payroll  as  he  could,  and  second, 
reemploy  those  individuals  who  are  the 
most  necessary  in  his  particular  employ¬ 
ment  pattern. 

In  the  consideration  of  the  effect  of 
that  kind  of  provision  it  must  be  remem¬ 
bered  that  it  is  not  a  matter  of  law;  it 
is  a  matter  of  good  common  horse  sense. 
We  may  assume,  I  think,  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  agencies  in  general  are  not  ex¬ 
travagantly  overstaffed.  They  have 
not  been  culled  as  fully,  perhaps,  as  they 
should  be,  and  we  know  there  are  places 
where  we  could  make  reductions.  We 
know  that  the  average  employee  of  the 
Federal  Government  and  the  average 
employee  in  industry,  like  the  average 
employee  of  the  United  States  Senate, 
is  trying  to  do  a  good  job  and  is  a  faith¬ 
ful  servant  endeavoring,  to  the  best  of 
his  ability,  to  do  the  work  he  is  called 
upon  to  do.  But,  Mr.  President,  when 
we  consider  the  practical  aspects  of  the 
situation,  we  are  bound  to  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  if  the  supervisory  head 
of  any  agency  is  faced  with  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  an  amendment  along  the  lines 
of  the  Jensen  amendment,  and  realizes 
that  he  can  never  know  throughout  the 
year  when  there  will  be  a  sharp  change 
in  his  personnel  because  of  resignation, 
death,  or  because  of  any  of  the  reasons 
indicated  in  the  amendment,  he  will  do 
everything  he  can  to  keep  on  the  job 
those  who  are  now  employed  under  him. 
To  do  that  he  will  be  willing  to  take  less 
than  able,  faithful  service  from  them. 
Only  in  that  way  can  he  protect  his 
agency  and  its  integrity  in  carrying  out 
its  assigned  duty. 

We  must  bear  that  in  mind,  because 
when  we  consider  18  percent  of  man- 
years  out  in  a  given  year,  we  realize  that 
many  agencies  could  not  function,  and 
they  would  strive  to  do  everything  they 
could  to  change  the  percentage  of  sep¬ 
aration.  We  do  not  know  what  that 
change  will  be.  We  do  know  that  the 
percentage  is  bound  to  be  less  than  it 
has  been. 

Mr.  McFarland.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  for  the  purpose  of 
propounding  a  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  shall  be  happy  to 
yield,  if,  by  so  doing,  I  shall  not  lose  the 
floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
may  yield  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that,  beginning 
tomorrow  at  12  o’clock,  the  time  for  de¬ 
bate  upon  the  Ferguson  amendment  be 
limited  to  1  hour,  to  be  divided  equally 
between  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez]  and  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Ferguson]  ;  and  that  the 
time  for  debate  upon  any  amendment  to 
the  Ferguson  amendment  be  limited  to 
80  minutes,  to  be  divided  equally  be¬ 
tween  the  proponent  of  the  amendment 
and  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  if  he 
is  against  the  amendment,  and,  if  not, 
between  the  proponent  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  and  the  distinguished  minority 


leader;  and  that  all  amendments  must 
be  germane. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  object. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  the 
agreement  does  not  relate  to  a  vote.  "As 
I  understood  the  request,  it  relates  only 
to  limitation  of  debate. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  And  the  limitation 
applies  first  to  the  so-called  Ferguson 
amendment,  on  which  it  is  proposed  tiiat 
a  limitation  of  an  hour  be  placed,  with 
30  minutes  to  the  side. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Which  I  understand 
is  agreeable  to  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan.  Then  as  to  other  amendments  to 
the  Ferguson  amendment  debate  would 
be  limited  to  30  minutes  on  each  amend¬ 
ment.  It  is  not  proposed  to  place  a  lim¬ 
itation  on  any  other  amendment  to  the 
bill. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  No. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  wonder  if  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
will  reconsider.  The  request  applies 
only  to  the  Ferguson  amendment. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
willing  to  yield  the  30  minutes  controlled 
by  me  to  the  other  side. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  yield  to  me  for 
another  question? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  My  question  does  not 
relate  to  the  unanimous-consent  request. 
I  appreciate  that  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  is  rendering  a  real  service  in  bring¬ 
ing  out  all  the  facts  and  in  trying  to 
show  what  the  end  result  might  be  under 
either  the  original  Jensen  amendment 
which  is  in  the  House  language  of  the 
bill  with  which  we  will  have  to  deal  in 
conference,  or  the  modified  form,  the 
proposed  5-percent  cut.  I  wish  the  Sen¬ 
ator  would  venture  an  opinion.  I  have 
heard  various  suggestions  made,  trans¬ 
lated  into  dollars,  with  respect  to  what 
the  original  so-called  Jensen  amend¬ 
ment  would  produce,  and  what  the  modi¬ 
fied  form  would  produce.  Will  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  furnish  us  with  a  guess 
as  to  what,  in  his  judgment,  the  Jensen 
amendment  would  save?  I  realize,  of 
course,  that  it  is  all  a  guess.  A  guess  only 
can  be  made  as  to  what  the  modified 
form  of  amendment  would  do.  But  when 
the  bill  goes  to  conference  the  conferees 
will  be  obliged  to  deal  with  the  matter 
of  dollars  and  cents.  Would  the  Senator 
care  to  express  himself  percentagewise? 
If  he  does  not  wish  to  do  so,  very  well. 
But  I  believe  it  to  be  highly  important  to 
find  what  would  be  the  saving  as  trans¬ 
lated  into  dollars,  if  possible,  under  the 
so-called  Jensen  amendment  as  it  came 
to  the  Senate,  even  though  it  be  only  a 
guess,  and  also  what  would  result  from 
a  5 -percent  cut. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  wish  I  could  hazard 
even  speculation  with  respect  to  the  Jen¬ 
sen  amendment,  but  I  cannot  do  so. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Very  well. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  do  not  think  anyone 
can  do  so.  One  could  take  the  records 
of  separations  in  years  past  of  the  several 
agencies  and  cut  them  in  two,  to  allow 
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for  the  fiscal  effect  of  the  known  separa¬ 
tion  rate  spread  over  12  months,  then 
take  average  salaries  with  that  weighted 
average,  and  finally  arrive  at  a  rough 
figure  of  what  would  have  happened  in 
some  other  year.  When  we  arrived  at 
that  figure  we  would  still  be  faced  with 
the  fact  that  it  was  not  worth  a  conti¬ 
nental  in  considering  the  same  amend¬ 
ment  applied  prospectively  because  we 
would  not  have  the  same  result,  inas¬ 
much  as  the  amendment  in  itself  would 
be  a  factor  in  determining  future  separa¬ 
tion  rates. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  the  Cordon  amend¬ 
ment  goes  into  effect,  the  savings  under 
the  bill  will  be  $2,318,190. 

Mr.  CORDON.  That  would  be  the 
savings  over  and  above  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  committee  at  the  time  the 
amendment  was  finally  adopted. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  CORDON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  understand  that. 
That  figure  is  shown  in  the  report. 
What  I  am  trying  is,  if  possible,  to  get 
an  approximate  figure  of  savings  that 
would  be  produced  by  the  Jensen  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  would  result  in  em¬ 
ployment  of  1  person  for  every  4  vacan¬ 
cies,  but  what  that  would  mean  in  sav¬ 
ings  in  dollars  and  cents,  I  could  not 
tell  the  Senator.  Under  the  Cordon 
amendment  there  would  be  a  saving  of 
$2,318,190  a  year. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  understand  that. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
detain  the  Senate  but  a  few  minutes 
more.  I  desire  now  to  direct  my  re¬ 
marks  to  the  amendment  offered  to  the 
Ferguson  amendment,  by  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Lehman].  I  fully 
realize  the  views  which  have  been  ex¬ 
pressed  by  the  Senator  from  New  York 
as  being  sincere  and  coming  from  his 
heart.  I  realize  that  the  only  thought 
in  his  mind,  and  in  the  minds  of  other 
Senators  who  agree  with  him  with  re¬ 
spect  to  this  matter,  is  that  of  maintain¬ 
ing  the  integrity  of  the  humanitarian 
efforts  which  are  now  being  made  in  the 
name  of  the  Government  to  promote 
health  and  to  protect  life.  I  find  my¬ 
self,  however,  in  disagreement,  not  with 
the  views  or  the  desires  of  the  Senator, 
but  only  with  respect  to  the  effect  of  the 
Ferguson  amendment,  if  adopted. 

Let  me  say  that  I  do  not  believe  the 
Ferguson  amendment  should  be  adopted 
and  applied  to  any  provisions  in  the  bill. 
I  am  of  the  opinion  that  if  the  Senate 
should  adopt  it,  however,  its  adoption 
would  not  more  seriously  affect  the  sev¬ 
eral  activities  mentioned  in  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  amendment  than  it  will  seriously 
affect  the  other  activities  denominated 
in  the  bill. 

I  call  attention  to  certain  figures  taken 
from  the  budget  in  support  of  that  state¬ 
ment.  For  the  National  Institute  of 
Health  the  bill  contains  an  item  of  $15,- 
800,000.  Personal  service  accounts  for 
$4,800,532  of  that  amount;  grants  ac¬ 
count  for  $9,650,000  of  it.  Then  there  is 


an  item  for  other  expenses.  Tire  Fergu¬ 
son  amendment  would  not  attach  to  the 
grants  of  $9,650,000,  but  only  to  the  per¬ 
sonal  services  item. 

With  respect  to  dental  health  we  have 
a  somewhat  different  picture,  in  that  of 
the  total  estimate  of  $1,750,000  personal 
services  would  represent  $1,053,848. 

The  total  estimate  for  the  Heart  In¬ 
stitute  is  $10,150,000,  of  which  personal 
services  account  for  only  $1,540,351,  with 
grants  representing  $7,591,000.  The  dif¬ 
ference  represents  other  expenses. 

In  the  case  of  mental  health  activities, 
the  total  estimate  is  $10,800,000,  of  which 
personal  services  represent  only  $1,240,- 
515,  and  grants  $8,182,000. 

For  the  Cancer  Institute  the  total  esti¬ 
mate  is  $15,122,000,  of  which  per¬ 
sonal  services  represent  only  $2,836,590, 
with  grants  representing  $10,315,000. 

In  the  case  of  foreign  quarantine, 
where  the  whole  operation  almost  is  in 
personal  services,  the  total  estimate  is 
$3,000,000,  with  personal  services  repre¬ 
senting  $2,639,430. 

Mr.  President,  it  is,  of  course,  easy  to 
make  an  argument  in  favor  of  each  of 
these  items  in  the  bill,  and  certainly  no 
one  can  deny  the  high  purpose  of  the 
Congress  in  enacting  the  legislation  pro¬ 
viding  for  them,  nor  deny  the  necessity 
for  work  in  the  several  fields.  But,  in 
all  seriousness,  I  call  the  attention  of 
my  colleagues  on  the  floor  to  what  I  be¬ 
lieve  is  a  demonstrable  fact.  The  ad¬ 
vances  made  in  the  medical  sciences 
have  resulted  not  from  the  expenditures 
of  Federal  dollars,  but  from  the  work 
done  by  a  great  number  of  devoted  mem¬ 
bers  of  society  working  entirely  on  their 
own — working  in  the  hospitals,  in  the 
clinics,  in  the  great  laboratories  of  the 
pharmaceutical  groups,  in  the  universi¬ 
ties,  and  in  the  medical  schools.  That  is 
where  all  the  advance  occurred  until  the 
last  decade.  We  except  only  the  work— 
and  it  has  been  a  good  work— done  by 
the  Public  Health  Service.  But  prior  to 
that  time  that  work  was  solely  in  the 
nature  of  instruction  to  local  agencies  in 
the  several  States.  We  have  come  from 
an  average  life  expectancy  of  35  years 
in  the  earliest  years  of  the  country  to  70 
at  present.  I  think  we  can  give  credit  to 
the  men  of  medicine  and  surgery  who 
were  working  in  their  private  practice  to 
accomplish  the  job  which  has  been  done. 

It  is  altogether  proper  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  should  come  into  the  picture  to 
some  extent,  because  our  tax  system  has 
guaranteed  that  there  will  not  again  be 
created  in  this  country  the  great  per¬ 
sonal  fortunes  from  which  endowments 
were  made  in  the  past,  which  permitted 
much  of  this  work  to  be  done.  Unless 
funds  are  now  provided  through  tax¬ 
ation,  we  shall  not  continue  to  have  sup¬ 
port  for  these  activities.  We  shall  not 
continue  to  have  the  type  of  endowment 
which  we  have  had  in  the  past. 

In  the  last  analysis  we  shall  not  seri¬ 
ously  injure  these  programs — if  we  in¬ 
jure  them  at  all— by  the  kind  of  reduc¬ 
tion  which  is  here  proposed,  beyond  the 
injury  which  would  come  from  disloca¬ 
tion  in  connection  with  any  of  the  other 
activities  covered  by  the  bill.  I  am  of 
the  opinion  that  when  we  make  a  5-per¬ 
cent  reduction  we  make  all  that  we 


should  make,  until  we  can  reach  the 
problem  item  by  item. 

One  further  point,  and  I  am  through. 
In  the  one-package  bill  last  year  we  had 
section  1214,  which  was  a  rescission  of 
$550,000,000.  That  rescission  was  made 
effective  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  as 
a  result  of  the  knowledge  which  that 
Bureau  had,  from  its  inspection  and 
study,  of  all  the  departments  of  govern¬ 
ment  through  past  years.  We  can  make 
such  a  reduction  in  this  bill  if  it  is  the 
will  of  the  Congress  to  do  it.  I  present 
that  problem  to  my  colleagues  so  that 
they  may  study  it. 

In  that  connection,  I  should  like  to 
place  in  the  Record  the  following  figures : 

In  the  civilian  employment  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  we  have  for  1952  an 
estimated  total  payroll  of  $4,232,727,846. 
That  is  exclusive  of  the  Department  of 
Defense. 

For  travel  for  1952  the  total  of 
$151,599,312. 

For  transportation  of  things,  $555,- 
893,085. 

For  communication  services,  $38,895,- 
738. 

For  rents  and  utilities  services,  $118,- 
423,916. 

For  printing  and  reproduction,  $59,- 
837,795. 

For  other  contractual  services,  $809,- 
146,855. 

For  services  performed  by  other  agen¬ 
cies,  $132,387,712. 

For  supplies  and  materials,  $565,523,- 
263. 

For  equipment,  $308,929,742. 

For  lands  and  structures,  $1,036,- 
493,894. 

For  grants,  subsidies,  and  contribu¬ 
tions,  $3,431,746,126. 

For  pensions,  annuities,  and  insurance 
losses,  $3,862,666,255. 

For  refunds,  awards,  and  indemnities, 
$17,575,156. 

For  interest,  $5,897,757,683. 

For  taxes  and  assessments,  $1,339,793, 

For  investments  in  lands,  $1,099,- 
159,180. 

There  is  an  unvouchered  amount  of 
$20,045,000. 

There  is  a  sum  not  distributed  by 
budget  class  of  $72,796,273. 

There  is  a  total  of  direct  obligations, 
exclusive  of  national  defense,  of  $22,477,- 
944,623. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  CORDON.  One  moment,  and  I 
shall  be  happy  to  yield. 

With  a  total  of  $22,000,000,000,  cer¬ 
tainly  we  can  find  places  to  wield  the 
economy  ax.  If  we  can  do  it,  then  we 
must  start  here.  In  connection  with 
each  bill  as  it  comes  up  we  must  do  that 
which,  when  we  finish  the  last  bill,  will 
represent  what  we  could  have  done  much 
more  easily  and  logically  had  we  been 
able  to  operate  on  a  single  figure  of 
appropriation. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  would 
the  distinguished  Senator  mind  reading 
the  item  for  rents  again? 

Mr.  CORDON.  For  rents  and  utility 
services,  $188,423,916. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 
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Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Has  the  Senator  ever 
considered  the  question  of  compelling 
the  Federal  Government  and  the  region¬ 
al  agencies  to  locate  their  central  offices 
somewhere  near  the  center  of  the  par¬ 
ticular  region?  For  example,  take  the 
Office  of  Price  Stabilization.  The  re¬ 
gional  office  was  located  at  Minneapolis. 
The  result  is  that  in  some  cases  a  man 
from  Montana  must  travel  1,200  miles 
or  more  to  go  to  the  regional  office.  In 
Minneapolis  the  rents  are  very  high. 
They  could  be  cut  in  two  by  locating  the 
office  in  South  Dakota  or  North  Dakota, 
somewhere  near  the  center.  Two  or 
three  more  regional  offices  are  being  es¬ 
tablished  in  that  area.  One  is  an  office 
under  the  Department  of  Labor.  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  committee;  or  who¬ 
ever  is  in  charge  of  this  matter,  ought 
to  call  in  whoever  is  responsible  and  try 
to  have  the  regional  offices  located 
somewhere  near  the  center  of  the  area. 
It  seems  to  me  that  such  a  plan  would 
save  a  considerable  sum. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  appreciate  the  sug¬ 
gestion.  I  think  that  somewhere  along 
the  road  the  committee  could  well  set 
a  rental  pattern  for  the  United  States 
and  have  shown  on  it  the  divisional 
headquarters  of  all  the  agencies,  so  'that 
we  could  get  the  picture  of  where  the 
principal  offices  are  located  and  the  areas 
which  they  serve. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  think  we  could  go 
further.  I  am  not  so  much  worried 
about  the  old  departments,  such  as  the 
Department  of  Labor  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture.  It  is  the  new  agen¬ 
cies  which  establish  the  pattern.  They 
get  employees  from  the  other  depart¬ 
ments.  Such  employees  probably  were 
class  8  employees.  All  of  a  sudden  they 
become  class  14  employees.  It  is  the 
new  agencies  which  cost  the  Govern¬ 
ment  money.  I  refer  to  OPS  and  simi¬ 
lar  agencies.  They  pay  more  money  to 
the  average  employee.  They  take  em¬ 
ployees  from  the  Department  of  Labor 
and  from  other  old  departments  of  the 
Government.  They  are  taking  them 
right  now  by  the  thousands.  I  think 
we  should  watch  that  sort  of  thing.  We 
need  not  worry  about  the  old  depart¬ 
ments.  We  do  not  let  them  get  by  with 
anything.  The  new  agencies  are  the 
ones  who  are  actually  getting  the  money. 

Mr.  CORDON.  In  conclusion,  Mr. 
President,  I  suggest  to  my  colleagues 
who  are  interested  in  some  sort  of  logical 
approach  to  the  problem  that  a  study 
be  made  of  the  committee’s  report  on  the 
bill.  In  that  way  it  is  possible  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  action  which  was  taken  last 
year  by  the  President’s  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  in  applying  to  each  of  the  agen¬ 
cies  what  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  felt 
was  the  respective  proper  share  of  the 
$550,000,000  recission.  I  refer  to  the  ta¬ 
bles  beginning  at  page  19  of  the  report. 
The  tables  are  headed  “Comparative 
statement  of  appropriations  for  1951, 
amounts  as  reduced  under  section 
1214,”  and  so  forth. 

I  w-ish  to  say  to  my  colleagues  that 
overnight  I  shall  give  some  attention  to 


the  tables.  I  believe  that  the  proper  ap¬ 
proach  to  the  bill  would  be  to  take  the 
amendments  which  the  committee  has 
offered  and  make  a  recission  along  the 
lines  of  section  1214  of  last  year’s  general 
appropriation  bill  in  the  amount  that  the 
Senate  feels  the  reduction  should  be 
made,  and  then  leave  it  to  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  to  apply  the  reduction  so 
that  there  will  be  used  in  that  applica¬ 
tion  all  the  accumulated  knowledge  of 
the  one  agency  in  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  which  has  the  necessary 
information  to  make  that  kind  of  appli¬ 
cation  wisely. 

During  the  delivery  of  Mr.  Cordon’s 
speech, 

Mr.  HUNT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  speak  for  a  few  more  minutes.  I 
understand  that  the  Senator  from  Wy¬ 
oming  must  catch  a  train.  Therefore  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may  yield 
to  him  for  a  brief  period  of  time. 

Mr.  HUNT.  I  ask  for  only  4  minutes. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  glad  to  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  Senator.  I  do  so  with 
the  understanding  that  I  do  not  lose  the 
floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HUNT.  Mr.  President,  I  greatly 
appreciate  the  courtesy  of  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  Cordon].  I  assure 
him  that  I  shall  keep  within  my  5-min¬ 
ute  limitation.  First  of  all,  I  wish  to 
send  to  the  desk  an  amendment  to  the 
Lehman  amendment.  I  ask  that  the 
clerk  read  the  amendment  to  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
interested  in  the  parliamentary  situa¬ 
tion.  Is  is  not  a  fact  that  an  amend¬ 
ment  offered  to  the  Lehman  amendment 
would  be  an  amendment  in  the  third 
degree?  If  so,  I  believe  it  would  be  out 
of  order. 

Mr.  HUNT.  If  it  is  out  of  order,  I 
shall  withdraw  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  understands  that  it  is  out  of  order-. 

Mr.  HUNT.  Then  I  withdraw  my 
amendment. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Of  course,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  understands  that  I  am  not  object¬ 
ing  to  his  amendment.  I  merely  stated 
my  understanding  of  the  parliamentary 
situation.  I  am  quite  certain  that  he 
can  propose  his  amendment  in  another 
way. 

Mr.  HUNT.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
that  by  the  votes  which  were  cast  on 
last  Friday  it  was  indicated  that  the  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  Senate  are  in  total  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  necessity  for  greater  econ¬ 
omy  in  the  Federal  Government,  espe¬ 
cially  at  this  particular  time.  I  think 
we  are  obligated  to  cut  every  single  pro¬ 
gram  which  is  not  needed.  I  believe  we 
must  join  together  to  reduce  any  Fed¬ 
eral  activity  which  benefits  only  a  few 
of  the  people,  and  to  wipe  out  com¬ 
pletely  any  Federal  activity  which  would 
permit  an  increase  of  employment  in 
the  Federal  Government.  Let  us  cut  and 
cut  drastically  programs  which  have 
gone  beyond  the  intent  of  Congress,  and 
those  which  can  be  deferred  until  a  time 


when  the  problems  confronting  us  are 
far  less  urgent  than  those  which  now 
command  our  attention.  I  wish  to  say 
to  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  that  I  think  he  has  more 
or  less  broken  with  a  custom  and  rule 
of  the  Senate,  in  that  he  has  cut  $112,- 
000,000  from  the  House  recommenda¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUNT.  It  is  something  in  the 
nature  of  an  entirely  new  procedure,  as 
I  understand. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  As  a  general  rule  the 
Senate  restores  or  raises  appropriations 
acted  on  by  the  House.  In  this  instance 
we  have  cut  $112,000,000. 

Mr.  HUNT.  And  the  committee  has 
cut  $215,000,000  from  the  budgetary  re¬ 
quests.  I  wish  to  congratulate  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  and  the  commit¬ 
tee  for  having  done  a  splendid  job. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  in  cut¬ 
ting  various  appropriations  we  must 
take  great  pains  that  we  do  not  inad¬ 
vertently  destroy  programs  which  are  of 
great  value  to  the  Nation,  whether  it  is 
at  war  or  at  peace.  We  must  be  sure 
that  when  we  strike  at  nonproductive 
bureaucrats,  we  do  not  inadvertently 
drive  from  Government  public  servants 
whose  contributions  to  the  health  of  all 
our  people  and  that  of  our  armed  serv¬ 
ices  far  outweighs  the  cost  of  their  serv¬ 
ices.  A  flat  percentage  cut  in  all  funds 
to  pay  employees  in  e  large  department 
of  the  Federal  Government  is  a  blind 
and  unreasoning  way  to  go  about  the 
matter.  It  would  harm  essential  serv¬ 
ices  as  much  as  it  would  reduce  non- 
essential  services. 

I  say  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Michigan  that  it  would  drive  out  of 
Government  the  efficient  and  essential 
employee  more  quickly  than  the  ineffi¬ 
cient  and  nonessential  employee. 

For  example,  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  senior  Senator  from  Michigan 
would  cut  off  men  at  the  National  Insti¬ 
tute  of  Dental  Research  whose  work  has 
been  under  constant  observation  by  the 
American  Dental  Association,  and  which 
has  won  the  continued  approval  of  that 
knowledgeable  and  highly  tax-conscious 
organization.  It  would  cut  off  some  of 
the  men  who  helped  find  out  that  a  few 
cents’  worth  of  fluoride  placed  in  city 
water  supplies  would  halt  tooth  decay  by 
60  percent.  Tooth  decay  has  forced  our 
Armed  Forces  to  reject  tens  of  thou¬ 
sands  of  potential  servicemen  during  the 
two  world  wars  and  the  present  Korean 
incident. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUNT.  I  would  prefer  not  to 
yield  at  this  time.  I  am  racing  against 
time  in  an  attempt  to  catch  a  train. 
Therefore,  I  decline  to  yield  at  this  time. 

Furthermore,  the  amendment  would 
cut  off  some  of  the  already  all-too-few 
physicians  at  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health,  who  also  happen  to  be  the  scien¬ 
tists  who  inspect  and  thus  insure  the 
safety  and  effectiveness  of  the  vaccines 
which  protect  our  children  against  diph¬ 
theria  and  smallpox,  and  our  soldiers 
overseas  against  typhus  and  yellow  fever. 
Those  vaccines  now  are  the  purest  and 
the  most  potent  in  the  entire  world.  It 
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is  absolutely  necessary  that  they  be  kept 
so.  I  may  say,  Mr.  President,  that 
deaths  in  Korea  from  infectious  and 
contagious  diseases  today  are  practically 
nil.  It  is  due  to  the  magnificent  work 
of  the  research  men  down  through  the 
years. 

The  amendment  would  drive  away 
from  their  test  tubes  many  scientists 
and  technicians  at  the  National  Cancer 
and  Heart  Institutes  who  are  trying  to 
find  means  of  preventing  or  curing 
those  two  great  killers,  cancer  and  heart 
disease.  The  highly  skilled,  dedicated 
men  of  mental  disease,  of  cerebral  palsy, 
of  arthritis,  and  blindness,  are  unfortu¬ 
nately  also  included  among  the  bureau¬ 
crats  which  the  amendment  seeks  to 
purge. 

These  are  the  types  of  men  and  women 
who  have  been  serving  our  Nation  and 
humanity  in  the  laboratories  of  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Health  Service — men  and  women 
who,  if  we  adopted  the  Ferguson  amend¬ 
ment  in  its  present  form,  would  be  told 
that  their  work  is  no  longer  needed,  that 
the  Congress  does  not  approve  what  they 
are  doing. 

Mr.  President,  I  know  that  is  not  the 
intent  of  Congress.  I  know  that  when  we 
move  to  cut  down  the  size  of  the  army 
of  Federal  employees  we  want  to  do  so 
selectively  and  with  intelligence  and  on 
the  basis  of  knowing  just  what  each  pla¬ 
toon  in  that  army  is  engaged  in  doing. 
By  all  means  let  us  make  cuts  in  the 
swivel-chair  commandos,  but  let  us  not 
make  cuts  in  the  platoons  which  are  out 
in  front  on  the  firing  line — the  men  and 
women  who  have  dedicated  themselves  to 
the  continuous  war  on  death  and  disease, 
the  men  and  women  who  could  command 
far  greater  salaries  and  could  live  far  less 
dangerously  if  they  had  not  chosen  to 
put  public  service  ahead  of  private  gain. 
Let  us  tell  the  men  and  women  who  are 
doing  the  research,  and  the  planning 
and  the  testing  at  the  National  Insti¬ 
tutes  of  Health  that  we  will  give  them 
the  opportunity  to  continue  in  their 
careers  of  self-sacrifice.  We  can  and  we 
should  do  so  by  voting  in  support  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
New  York  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  President,  I  wonder  whether  all 
Members  of  the  Senate  realize  that 
when  our  Nation  was  founded,  161  years 
ago,  the  average  life  expectancy  was  35 
years,  whereas  today  it  is  70  years.  In¬ 
cidentally,  let  me  say  that  many  of  the 
present  Members  of  the  Senate  are  now 
enjoying  that  added  life  expectancy,  due 
to  the  work  which  the  scientists  and  re¬ 
search  workers  have  done  in  years  gone 
by. 

Just  at  the  turn  of  the  century  the 
average  workingman  was  absent  from 
his  job  21  days  a  year  because  if  illness, 
whereas  today  the  average  workingman 
loses  only  8  days  a  year  because  of  illness. 

Only  15  or  20  years  ago  in  my  own 
State  I  often  visited  local  hospitals  and 
saw  men  who  suffered  from  spotted  fever, 
a  disease  caused  by  the  bite  of  wood  ticks. 
The  Public  Health  Service  established  at 
Hamilton,  Mont.,  a  laboratory  for  the 
sole  purpose  of  developing  a  vaccine  for 
tick  fever.  That  was  done.  Whereas  in 
Wyoming  15,  20,  25  or  more  years  ago. 


there  were  hundreds  of  deaths  from 
spotted  fever,  today  there  are  no  deaths 
from  that  disease,  a  result  which  has 
been  accomplished  because  of  the  work 
done  by  the  scientists  who  have  engaged 
In  research  on  spotted  fever. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  most  hopeful  that 
the  Senate  will  not  adopt  blindly  the 
proposed  meat-ax  approach,  by  which  it 
is  proposed  to  cut  off  the  heads,  so  to 
speak,  of  the  scientific  and  research 
workers  in  our  Government  establish¬ 
ment. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Oregon  for 
yielding  to  me. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Smith  of  North  Carolina  in  the  chair). 
Without  objection,  the  remarks  of  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  will  be  placed  in 
the  Record  at  the  conclusion  of  the  re¬ 
marks  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 
ADDITIONAL  APPROPRIATION  FOR  THE 
LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH,  1951 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  report  favorably, 
from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 
House  Joint  Resolution  267,  making  an 
additional  appropriation  for  the  legis¬ 
lative  branch  for  the  fiscal  year  1951,  and 
for  other  purposes;  and  I  request  its  im¬ 
mediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  say  that  the  joint  resolution  calls  for 
an  additional  appropriation  of  $150,000 
for  expenses  of  inquiries  and  investiga¬ 
tions  of  the  Senate.  The  balance  re¬ 
maining  in  the  appropriation  for  this 
purpose  is  inadequate  to  meet  the  pay¬ 
rolls  which  are  due  on  June  15,  1951,  and 
during  the  remainder  of  the  fiscal  year. 
So  passage  of  the  joint  resolution  at  this 
time  is  necessary,  in  order  that  the  em¬ 
ployees  may  be  paid. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Is  this  an  appropria¬ 
tion  for  the  contingent  fund  of  the 
Senate? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Yes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Is  the  purpose  of  the 
appropriation  to  replenish  that  fund  to 
the  extent  of  the  money  which  is  needed 
under  authorizations  we  have  already 
made? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Yes. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  for  the  present  consideration  of  the 
joint  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  I  should  like  to 
ask  a  question  of  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas,  if  the  Senator  will  yield  for  that 
purpose. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  A  little  while  ago  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  said  this  is  a 
time  for  sacrifice.  I  wish  to  inquire 
whether  the  joint  resolution  comes  in 
that  category,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Senator. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  All  these  bills  come 
in  that  category — both  this  measure  and 
the  other  measures  referred  to  come  un¬ 


der  the  category  referred  to  by  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  shall  not  object  to 
the  request,  but  I  wonder  whether  we 
should  make  a  10-percent  reduction  in 
the  appropriations  carried  in  this 
measure. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  No;  for  it  applies 
to  the  present  fiscal  year. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee? 

Th^-e  being  no  objection,  the  joint 
resolution  (H.  J.  Res.  267)  making  an 
additional  appropriation  for  the  legisla¬ 
tive  branch  for  the  fiscal  year  1951,  and 
for  other  purposes,  was  considered,  or¬ 
dered  to  a  third  reading,  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed. 

LABOR-FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1952 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.  R.  3709)  making  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Department  of  Labor,  the 
Federal  Security  Agency,  and  related  in¬ 
dependent  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Mr,  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President, 
during  the  debate  earlier  today  many 
statements  and  comments  were  made 
from  which  the  inference  might  be 
drawn  that  Congress  has  not  been  sym¬ 
pathetic  to  an  orderly  expansion  of  our 
public  health  service  program.  I  was 
aware  of  the  extensive  expansion  over 
the  past  decade,  and  I  requested  the  staff 
of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  to 
prepare  an  accurate  summary  showing 
appropriations  for  the  public  health 
service  annually  since  1941. 

It  is  probably  interesting  and  signifi¬ 
cant  to  note  that  in  the  fiscal  year  1941 
the  total  appropriation  for  the  public 
health  service  was  $33,379,340,  whereas 
the  estimate  for  this  year  is  $362,693,000, 
with  the  bill  as  recommended  by  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  providing 
for  appi'oximately  $359,000,000.  That 
means  that  since  1941  there  has  been 
more  than  a  ten-fold  increase,  or  ap¬ 
proximately  from  $33,000,000  to  $362,- 
000,000. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  wish  to  invite 
the  Senator’s  attention  to  the  fact  that 
In  the  pending  bill  the  amount  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  subcommittee  is  a  32  V2- 
percent  increase  over  1951  expenditures. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  for  his  contribution.  The  average 
number  of  employees  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  in  1941  was  10,877,  where¬ 
as  the  estimated  personnel  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  for  the  fiscal  year  1952 
Is  16,103. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  cited  the  figures 
primarily  to  show  that  Congress  has  not 
lacked  sympathy  for  and  that  there  has 
been  an  orderly  expansion  of  the  entire 
program.  No  one  should  stand  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  and  charge  that  Con¬ 
gress  has  been  niggardly  in  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  appropriations  for  the  Public 
Health  Service. 


6310  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE  June  11 


Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  body  of  the 
Record  at  this  point  in  my  remarks  the 
summary  to  which  I  have  referred. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  sum¬ 
mary  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Public  Health  Service 


Year 

Appropria¬ 

tion 

Average 

employees 

1941 . 

$33, 379, 340 

10, 877 

1942 . 

42, 476,  939 

13, 028 

1943 . 

58,  037,  245 

17, 405 

1944 . 

114,232,980 

17,  565 

1945 . 

126,  925,  073 

16,  098 

1946 . - 

124,  368,  311 

<  16,699 

1947 . 

104, 090, 446 

10,  727 

1948 . 

131,283, 100 

17, 109 

1949 . 

168,  521,  000 

16,  952 

1950 . 

201,  062,  500 

16,  388 

1951 . 

274,  794,  280 

16,049 

1952,  estimate _ _ 

302, 693,  000 

16, 103 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  speak  on  the  bill  if  there 
is  to  be  any  limitation  of  time  tomorrow. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  No;  there  is  no  lim¬ 
itation  of  time. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  made  some  obser¬ 
vations  this  afternoon  in  which  I  ex¬ 
pressed  myself  rather  candidly  and 
frankly  about  the  work  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee.  I  stand  by  what  I  have  said. 

I  wish  to  get  at  the  subject  in  an  in¬ 
direct  way.  Tomorrow  morning  the 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency 
will  consider  and  possibly  start  marking 
up  the  Defense  Production  Act,  on 
which  the  committee  has  been  taking 
testimony  for  approximately  30  days. 
We  will  again  hear  all  about  the  changes. 
We  will  again  hear  all  the  old  hokum 
about  price  control.  We  will  again  hear 
what  we  have  heard  for  many  days 
gone  by.  We  will  hear  all  the  old  argu¬ 
ments.  For  all  practical  purposes,  OPA  • 
will  be  back  again.  I  am  reminded  of 
the  old  song: 

OPA  is  back  again,  the  skies  above  are 
black  again. 

Black  markets  are  back  again,  OPA  is  here 
again. 

We  will  have  very  much  of  the  same 
thing.  In  listening  to  the  testimony,  I 
have  been  puzzling  over  it,  and  I  have 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  there  is 
some  virtue  in  the  old  formula  that  high 
prices  are  the  result  of  volume  of  money 
times  the  velocity  of  turn-over  of  money, 
divided  by  the  availability  of  goods. 
That  seems  to  be  the  standard  formula 
by  which  orthodox  economists  give  us 
the  clue  to  price  control. 

Let  us  take  these  factors  in  order  to 
understand  the  bill.  First  of  all,  let  us 
take  the  velocity  factor.  The  Federal 
Reserve  Board  at  long  last  is  moving 
in  with  its  credit  controls  and  is  trying 
to  cut  down  the  money  velocity  and 
turn-over.  I  have  said  on  occasions  that 
it  is  rather  strange  that  the  Federal  Re¬ 
serve  Board  waited  so  long.  The  act 
went  on  the  books  in  September  of  last 
year.  Evidently  there  was  no  interest  in 
doing  anything  about  it  until  after  elec¬ 
tion  day.  Then  things  got  under  way, 
and  prices  began  to  go  up.  Now  for  the 
first  time  we  begin  to  see  the  teeth  of 
the  Federal  Reserve  Board’s  regulations 
in  the  form  of  regulation  W  and  regula¬ 


tion  X,  and  the  regulations  are  having 
some  effect. 

We  have  had  before  us  persons  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  radio  and  television  business. 
Senators  can  believe  it  or  not,  but  there 
are  now  600,000  television  sets  in  storage 
because  it  is  impossible  to  move  them. 
That  shows  that  the  Federal  Reserve 
regulations  are  finally  beginning  to  work. 
That  is  one  factor  in  the  price  formula. 

The  next  factor  is  supply.  If  only  we 
could  hike  up  the  amount  of  consumer 
goods.  It  seems  that  we  always  go  in 
for  the  usual  emotional  binge  and  al¬ 
ways  get  the  cart  before  the  horse.  We 
impose  restrictions  which  retard  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  a  supply  of  consumer  goods 
rather  than  making  it  easy. 

My  good  friend,  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska,  is  an  expert  in  the  field  of  beef. 
The  other  day  I  saw  in  a  Washington 
newspaper  an  article  stating  that  the 
packers  were  staging  a  sit-down  strike. 
I  looked  at  the  market  price  in  Chicago. 
On  the  5th  of  June,  27,000  cattle  reached 
the  Chicago  market — 50  percent  of  what 
would  reach  it  in  normal  times.  My 
friend,  the  Senator  from  Nebraska, 
knows  that  quite  well.  Today  there  is  a 
quota  on  the  packers  and  a  shortage  of 
supply,  and  prices  went  up  $1  or  $1.50  per 
hundred.  The  packers  could  not  buy 
cattle  at  that  price,  because  they  are 
operating  on  a  ceiling,  and  they  could  not 
jeopardize  their  investment.  So  the  cat¬ 
tle  moved  down  the  highways,  and  little 
slaughtering  establishments  were  set  up 
behind  barns  and  elsewhere;  but  the 
problem  is  not  solved  at  all. 

If  we  can  do  something  about  supply, 
that  will  ease  the  control  problem. 

If  we  can  do  something  about  the 
velocity  of  credit  that  will  ease  the  prob¬ 
lem. 

Another  factor  is  money  and  the  vol¬ 
ume  of  money. 

While  we  in  the  Congress  talk  about 
price  controls,  we  vote  to  pour  money 
into  the  economic  bloodstream  in  tre¬ 
mendous  amounts.  We  have  before  us 
a  budget  calling  for  the  appropriation 
of  $71,500,000,000,  and  supplemental  and 
deficiency  appropriation  bills  which  have 
been  passed  call  for  further  appropria¬ 
tions  of  more  than  $1,500,000,000,  and 
I  anticipate  that  other  deficiency  and 
other  supplemental  appropriation  bills 
will  come  before  us  and  will  be  enacted, 
with  the  result  that  in  the  fiscal  year 
1952  we  may  have  an  $80,000,000,000 
budget,  rather  than  a  $71,500,000,000 
budget.  The  demands  for  the  appro¬ 
priations  will  come  from  a  variety  of 
sources. 

The  approach  to  this  matter  seems  to 
be  by  way  of  the  ECA,  subsidies,  public 
hearings,  and  increases  in  the  expendi¬ 
tures  provided  in  the  appropriation  bills. 

I  think  we  can  prove  it,  because  this  year 
when  the  House  passed  the  Treasury  and 
Post  Office  appropriation  bill,  it  con¬ 
tained  items  calling  for  the  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $88,000,000  more  than  was  ap¬ 
propriated  in  the  1951  bill;  and  when  the 
House  finished  acting  on  that  bill,  the 
amount  carried  in  it  was  $11,000,000,000 
under  the  budget,  but  $6,000,000,000  over 
the  1951  appropriations  for  the  same 
agencies.  ' 


Further  to  prove  the  point  which  has 
been  made  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
this  afternoon,  let  me  say  that  I  was 
defeated  in  my  effort  to  head  off  Senate 
bill  445.  There  were  a  good  many  mis¬ 
taken  estimates  in  regard  to  what  that 
bill  would  cost;  but  when  I  concluded 
my  references  to  the  testimony,  I  showed 
from  the  records  made  in  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee,  at  its  own  hearings 
which  were  taken  last  year,  that  Senate 
bill  445  would  not  cost  $21,000,000,  as 
my  friend,  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Hill],  estimated  it  would  cost,  but 
would  cost  $240,000,000,  with  $80,000,000 
coming  from  the  Federal  Treasury  and 
$160,000,000  coming  from  State  and  local 
sources. 

A  few  days  ago  the  Senate  passed  the 
central  Arizona  project  bill,  authorizing 
the  expenditure  of  $788,000,000.  How¬ 
ever,  when  the  construction  of  that  proj¬ 
ect  is  begun,  if  prices  go  up,  I  have  an  idea 
the  project  will  cost  nearer  $1,000,000  000 
than  $788,000,000. 

The  other  day  when  the  Senate  had 
before  it  the  dispersal  bill,  authorizing 
the  appropriation  of  $107,000,000  for  that 
purpose,  I  helped  fight  that  bill.  I  know 
that  the  authors  of  the  bill  were  not  par¬ 
ticularly  happy  about  what  I  said  then? 
but  what  I  said  with  gusto  and  enthu¬ 
siasm  and  conviction  was  that  if  there  is 
a  real  danger  to  our  country  the  danger 
lies  more  nearly  on  the  inside  than  on 
the  outside. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  th# 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  to  my  friend 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  has  a  point  with  reference 
to  other  agencies  of  the  Government, 
but  I  wish  to  have  him  appreciate  the 
fact  that  our  subcommittee  did  try  to 
make  a  cut  in  these  appropriations. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  am  sure  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  subcommittee  did;  I  have  no  doubt 
about  it. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Possibly  we  did  not 
make  enough  cuts.  However,  let  me  ask 
whether  the  Senator  has  ever  seen  a 
Senate  Appropriations  Committee  report 
an  appropriation  bill  making  reductions 
of  $112,000,000  in  the  appropriation 
items  carried  in  the  bill  as  it  was  passed 
by  the  House?  Has  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  ever  seen  that  done  before? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Of  course,  I  wish  to 
say  with  modesty  to  my  friend  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico  that  when  I  was 
a  Member  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  we  had  a  standing  canard  that  “the 
House  took  it  out,  but  the  Senate  put 
it  back  in.” 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  However,  in  this  in¬ 
stance  our  subcommittee  voted  to  make 
smaller  appropriations  than  the  ones  the 
House  had  voted  for. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  That  is  good. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  the  point  I  am 
trying  to  make  to  the  Senate,  namely, 
that  in  the  subcommittee  we  tried  to  do 
what  we  thought  was  proper;  we  tried 
to  make  what  we  thought  were  proper 
cuts,  and  still  provide  sufficient  money 
for  the  efficient  operation  of  the  func¬ 
tions  of  the  Government  appropriated 
for  by  the  pending  bill. 
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Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  President,  there  was  the  dispersal 
bill;  there  was  the  central  Arizona  proj¬ 
ect  bill;  and  there  is  on  the  calendar 
Senate  bill  337,  providing  subsidies  for 
students  and  for  universities.  It  is  won¬ 
derful,  it  is  desirable;  but  in  heaven’s 
name,  when  we  confront  such  a  condi¬ 
tion  as  now  exists,  we  must  think  in 
terms  of  the  welfare  of  the  entire  coun¬ 
try,  for  one  thing;  and,  in  the  second 
place,  we  must  decide  whether  we  do  a 
service  to  the  country  by  taking  more 
dollars  from  the  pockets  of  the  taxpayers 
when  it  cannot  be  shown  that  we  make 
a  better  disposition  of  those  dollars  when 
we  syphon  them  into  the  Government 
pool. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mi\  LEHMAN.  I  understood  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  to  refer  to  Senate  bill 
337,  and  I  understood  him  to  refer  to  it 
as  a  bill  making  grants  to  students  and 
universities.  I  assume  the  Senator  rea¬ 
lizes  that  those  grants  would  not  be  made 
to  liberal-arts  universities. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  understand  that. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  The  grants  would  be 
made  to  medical  schools,  for  the  train¬ 
ing  of  doctors,  nurses,  and  others  who 
are  safeguarding  the  health  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  our  country,  both  those  in  the 
military  forces  and  those  in  civil  life. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Yes,  I  wish  to  say  to 
my  friend  the  Senator  from  New  York 
that  I  understand  that  fully;  and  many 
youngsters  in  my  home  county  are  be¬ 
laboring  me  about  that  bill  and  are  ask¬ 
ing,  “When  is  the  Senate  going  to  pass 
the  bill?”  so  that  they  will  be  helped  and 
so  that  the  schools  they  attend  will  be 
helped.  It  is  wonderful.  However,  I 
wish  to  say  that  when  I  was  a  student 
there  was  no  such  help. 

Let  us  not  forget  that  all  these  funds 
must  come  from  the  Federal  Treasury. 
The  pressure  to  provide  more  funds  is 
constantly  upon  the  Government.  I  ap¬ 
prehend  that  as  time  passes  there  will  be 
other  bills  calling  for  additional  appro¬ 
priations  from  the  Federal  Treasury, 
and  all  of  them  will  be  outside  the  budget. 
So  the  question  is,  'Where  are  we  to  stop 
increasing  appropriations,  and  when  are 
we  to  start  making  cuts? 

That  was  the  reason  for  my  observa¬ 
tion  this  afternoon  that,  frankly,  I  do 
not  believe  the  Senate  wants  to  econo¬ 
mize,  and  I  am  beginning  to  doubt 
whether  the  House  wants  to  economize. 
Those  who  really  favor  making  cuts  in 
the  appropriations  are  in  favor  of  only 
one  thing,  and  that  is  the  thing  which 
has  been  emblazoned  so  long  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd],  who  says,  “I  have  only  one 
measuring  rod,  and  that  is  the  good  of 
my  country.” 

So,  Mr.  President,  desirable  though  the 
various  projects  may  be,  we  must  think 
of  the  whole  country  and  of  the  impact 
of  these  appropriations  on  the  budget. 
If  we  put  all  requests  for  additional  ap¬ 
propriations  through  the  wringer,  we 
shall  not  be  worrying  about  the  making 
of  exceptions  and  about  how  much  we 
shall  appropriate  for  the  control  of  ve¬ 


nereal  disease,  for  instance,  and  we  shall 
not  be  concerned  then  about  what  we 
shall  do  about  this  item  or  that  item,  be¬ 
cause  what  will  count  will  be  the  effect 
on  the  good  of  the  whole  country,  and 
then  all  of  us  will  be  scampering  in  the 
same  direction. 

Today  we  have  an  astronomical  budg¬ 
et.  In  1950  I  spoke  before  many  people, 
saying  to  them,  “If  you  expect  me  to  go 
to  Washington  and  get  you  money  out 
of  the  Federal  till,  you  are  badly  mis¬ 
taken.  I  do  not  propose  to  do  it.  I  pro¬ 
pose  to  see  the  good  of  the  whole  country 
benefited,  and  the  knife  will  go  deeply 
into  all  requests  for  further  spending.” 

Mr.  President,  that  brings  up  the  ques¬ 
tion,  What  about  the  so-called  meat-ax 
technique?  I  was  intrigued  by  the  ob¬ 
servations  of  my  colleague  the  senior 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas]  in 
regard  to  using  the  scalpel.  It  is  great 
business  if  we  can  use  the  scalpel  to  good 
effect. 

I  used  to  say  that  we  must  use  a  meat 
ax.  There  is  today  a  Member  of  the 
Senate  who  once  was  a  member  of  the 
President’s  Cabinet.  I  remember  when 
I  voted  to  use  the  meat-ax  technique  on 
the  appropriations  for  the  Government 
department  he  then  headed,  when  I  was 
chairman  of  the  Appropriations  Subcom¬ 
mittee  in  the  House  of  Representatives. 
We  voted  to  take  $131,000,000  out  of  the 
appropriations  for  that  department,  al¬ 
though  later  the  Senate  voted  to  restore 
$80,000,000  of  the  amount.  Yet  I  re¬ 
member  when  that  gentleman  came  to 
my  office  and  said,  “We  can  work  under 
that  reduction.” 

So,  Mr.  President,  when  we  are  con¬ 
fronted  with  a  budgetary  danger  of  this 
sort,  I  think  it  is  our  responsibility  to 
reduce  the  budget,  balance  the  appro¬ 
priations  with  the  income,  and  say  that 
is  reasonable.  Otherwise  the  inflationary 
spiral  will  become  infinitely  worse. 

I  return  now  to  the  formula,  high 
prices  are  the  result  of  volume  of  money, 
times  the  velocity  or  turn-over  of  money, 
divided  by  the  availability  of  goods.  If 
it  is  possible  to  hike  up  production,  good. 
If  it  is  possible  to  curtail  credit  and  to 
curtail  velocity,  good.  But  there  comes 
a  third  factor,  the  volume  of  money,  and 
that  is  where  the  Congress  comes  in,  be¬ 
cause  it  has  exclusive  power  over  the 
purse,  and  if  it  is  not  controlled  here, 
it  is  not  going  to  be  controlled  anywhere. 
That  is  why  it  is  necessary  to  use  a 
scrutinizing  eye  upon  every  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  which  comes  from  the  commit¬ 
tee.  I  do  not  quarrel  with  the  good  work 
which  is  done.  I  simply  say  that,  as  an 
individual  Member  of  the  Senate,  I  am 
dissatisfied,  that  is  all,  because,  if  what 
is  now  presented  is  the  only  showing  we 
can  make,  then  I  doubt  very  much  that 
we  are  going  to  make  a  proportionately 
better  showing  on  the  other  bills  which 
will  be  coming  from  the  committee. 
Then  what  happens  to  our  hopes,  our 
dreams  that  we  can  save  $4,000,000,000,- 
$5,000,000,000,  or  $7,000,000,000? 

So  let  us  now  take  a  little  look  at  the 
pending  bill.  The  appropriation  con¬ 
tained  in  the  pending  bill  for  Labor- 
Security  is  $2,437,000,000.  The  budget 
estimates  were  $2,744,000,000.  That  is 
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roughly  a  budget  estimate  for  Labor- 
Security  of  $300,000,000  in  excess  of  the 
appropriation  for  last  year.  On  that 
basis  of  that,  one  is  almost  warranted  in 
saying  that  the  President  does  not  want 
the  appropriation  cut,  and  that  the 
Budget  Bureau  does  not  want  it  cut, 
judging  from  the  estimates  they  have 
sent  to  the  Congress. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  with  pleasure 
to  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Will  the  Senator  not 
kindly  tell  the  Senate  that,  of  the  billions 
of  dollars  he  is  talking  about,  most  of 
the  amounts  are  grants  to  the  States, 
including  the  Senator’s  State,  my  State, 
and  every  other  State? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Oh,  yes ;  I  shall  come 
to  that.  I  want  to  be  entirely  fair. 
First,  let  us  consider  the  House  action. 
For  a  certain  item  the  House  allowed 
$90,000,000,  of  which  $50,000,000  was  for 
old-age  assistance.  That  is  correct;  is 
it  not?  At  this  point  I  want  to  say  that 
I  think  my  colleague  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas]  was  correct  when  he  said  that 
the  saving  indicated  by  the  committee 
was  only  a  frothy  saving,  because,  as  I 
read  Miss  Goodwin’s  testimony  before 
the  Senate  subcommittee,  there  are  go¬ 
ing  to  be  additional  requests  for  perma¬ 
nent-disability  grants,  for  dependent 
childx-en,  for  other  dependents,  and  for 
old-age  assistance.  Are  we  going  to  have 
the  same  procedure  we  have  had  before? 
If  my  figures  are  correct,  every  year  since 
1S44  the  item  has  been  cut,  and  every 
year  since  1944  the  agencies  have  come 
back  for  a  deficiency.  Now,  is  that  cor¬ 
rect,  or  is  it  not?  If  it  is  correct;  that  is 
all  there  is  to  it. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Of  course,  neither  a 
committee  nor  the  Senate  itself  can  tell 
what  a  department  is  going  to  do,  but,  as 
a  matter  of  fact,  so  far  as  the  committee 
is  concerned,'  and  so  far  as  the  particular 
bill  which  we  are  discussing  is  concerned, 
we  said  “We  will  cut  it  down  so  much.” 
Is  not  that  correct? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Yes,  but  what  I  want 
to  emphasize  this  afternoon - 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  thing  the  Senator 
is  emphasizing  might  be,  “Come  and  ask 
us  for  more  money.”  Of  course,  we  do 
not  know  that. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  An  economy  is  not 
an  economy,  in  the  accepted  sense  of 
the  word,  until  the  books  are  closed  for 
the  fiscal  year,  a  line  is  drawn,  and  we 
can  say,  “We  did  it.”  If  the  amount  is 
completely  restored  within  the  fiscal 
year,  we  simply  are  not  accomplishing 
anything. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  might  be  true, 
in  the  case  of  a  supplemental  bill,  but 
so  far  this  bill  is  concerned,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  will  agree  with  us  that  we  cut  it,  will 
he  not? 

Mv.  DIRKSEN.  Certainly,  and  I  do 
not  quarrel  about  it.  I  merely  want  to 
find  out  about  it,  that  is  all. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  What  we  shall  do  in 
the  future,  I,  of  course,  do  not  know.  I 
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hope  the  Senator  is  incorrect,  and  that 
the  agencies  will  not  come  back  for  more 

money.  ...  ,  . 

Mr  DIRKSEN.  The  committee  took 
approximately  $103,000,000  out  of  the 
public  assistance  appropriations. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  The  committee  then 
took  approximately  $50,000,000  out  of 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Board  item. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr!  DIRKSEN.  So  that  the  commit¬ 
tee  shows  decreases  amounting  to  some¬ 
what  over  $153,000,000.  The  committee 
then  shows  about  $41,000,000  in  in¬ 
creases.  So  the  committee  shows  a  net 
decrease  of  about  $112,000,000.  But 
there  is  one  item  which  in  my  judgment 
was  a  bookkeeping  transaction,  namely, 
the  railroad  retirement  pension  account. 
The  other  one,  unless  all  signs  fail,  as 
they  did  not  fail  in  the  past  7  years,  will 
be  put  back.  So  it  leaves  us  in  this  sit¬ 
uation,  and  this  is  the  point  I  empha¬ 
size  :  Where  is  there  shown  any  substan¬ 
tial  economy  that  will  stick?  That  is 
the  important  consideration. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Very  well.  In  this 
particular  bill  the  appropriation  is 
$112,000,000  less  than  the  House  figure. 
What  else  could  we  do? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  like  a  cut  which,  un¬ 
like  an  old  soldier,  does  not  simply  fade 
away  before  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  to  my  friend 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  apparent  sav¬ 
ing  in  the  retirement  fund,  indicated  in 
the  report,  is  not  really  a  saving  at  all, 
is  it? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  No;  in  my  judgment, 
it  is  not. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Is  it  not  correct  that 
the  amount  of  money  used  here  may  be 
such  that  we  shall  have  to  place  in  the 
bill  next  year  all  the  dollars  which  we 
took  out  this  year? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  And  is  not  the  same 
true  in  regard  to  the  reduction  of  $100,- 
000,000  for  public  assistance,  and  so 
forth? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  agree. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  So  that,  in  effect,  it 
is  true,  is  it  not,  that  we  are  not  thereby 
saving  a  real  dollar  of  the  taxpayers’ 
money? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Is  it  not  also  true 
that  we  have,  in  fact,  added  $41,000,000 
to  the  House  figure? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No,  no.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Last  year  the  Depart¬ 
ment  came  to  Congress  with  a  supple¬ 
mental  budget  estimate  of  $40,000,000, 
which  they  received.  They  came  for¬ 
ward  with  a  $120,000,000  supplemental 
bill,  and  we  cut  it  down  by  $40,000,000. 
This  year  they  have  unobligated  balances 
of  $100,000,000. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Yes;  but  the  Senator 
must  remember  that  the  record  show3 
that  Miss  Goodwin  also  said  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  committee  that  for  permanent 
disability  they  expected  that  for  1952  the 


demands  would  be  142  percent  of  the 
demands  for  1951. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  They  may  want  that 
much  and  the  Senator  would  apparently 
like  to  have  Miss  Goodwin  decide  the 
matter  for  the  committee.  The  commit¬ 
tee  did  not  so  decide.  The  committee 
has  its  bill  before  the  Senate  now.  Of 
course,  Miss  Goodwin  may  submit  a  re¬ 
quest,  and  if  the  Senators  think  her  re¬ 
quest  should  be  granted,  that  is  a  dif¬ 
ferent  thing.  But  the  committee  has  not 
done  so. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  No;  but  the  Senator 
must  be  sure  that  the  record  is  straight. 
The  appropriation  is  governed  by  a 
statute,  with  a  formula,  and  the  com¬ 
mittee  would  be  helpless  in  denying  a  de¬ 
ficiency  in  the  event  the  Department 
came  forward  and  said,  “The  State  spent 
the  money  in  the  first  instance ;  these  are 
matchable  funds ;  ,and  hei*e  is  the  bill.” 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct,  I  think, 
as  a  formula;  but  I  do  not  think  it  is 
going  to  be  so. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  It  has  to  be  done. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  All  I  ask  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  to  do  is  to  trust  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Appropriations  Committee,  and  to 
believe  that  the  members  of  that  com¬ 
mittee  are  as  sincere  in  their  desire  to 
save  money  as  is  any  Senator,  regardless 
of  who  makes  the  request,  whether  it  is 
Miss  Goodwin  or  someone  else.  As  the 
Senator  stated  a  little  while  ago,  the 
House  might  make  a  cut  in  the  hope  that 
the  Senate  would  restore  it.  In  this 
particular  case,  we  not  only  did  not  re¬ 
store  it,  but  we  cut  it  $112,000,000. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  know. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  is  completely  differ¬ 
ent  from  the  state  of  mind  that  is  some¬ 
times  alleged  to  govern  Senate  behavior. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  had  hoped  that  the 
Senator’s  subcommittee  would  take  ac¬ 
count  of  the  problems  now  involved  in 
old-age  assistance.  Mr.  Ewing  is  trying 
to  deny  to  the  State  of  Indiana  $20,000,- 
000  because  the  legislature,  in  February, 
passed  a  statute  requiring  that  a  list  of 
the  names  of  the  recipients  of  old-age 
benefits  be  open  to  public  inspection.  It 
is  one  way  to  prevent  abuses.  A  joint 
committee  of  the  Legislature  of  Ten¬ 
nessee  made  an  investigation  and  sub¬ 
mitted  an  astonishing  report.  In  the 
State  of  Florida,  I  understand,  the  same 
thing  has  happened.  That  is  a  subject 
on  which  there  should  have  been  some 
testimony,  and  in  that  field  the  Senator’s 
committee  could  have  done  some  worth 
while  woi'k. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Senator  has  men¬ 
tioned  Indiana  and  Tennessee.  It  was 
the  testimony  in  reference  to  Tennessee 
and  Indiana  which  made  it  possible  for 
the  committee  to  recommend  the  cuts. 
Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  was  from  Tennes¬ 
see,  and  nothwithstanding  certain  gen¬ 
erally  economical  people  from  Indiana, 
it  was  the  situations  in  Indiana  and 
Tennessee  which  justified  the  committee 
in  making  the  cuts;  and  we  made  them. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  All  I  know  is  that  in 
the  report  it  is  stated  in  crystal-clear 
print  that  the  amount  is  over  the  1951 
budget  for  the  Department  of  Labor, 
and  over  the  1951  budget  for  the  Federal 
Security  Agency,  although  we  are  wrest- 
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ling  with  an  acute  problem  which  is 
pressing  on  the  country  and  which  im¬ 
perils  and  jeopardizes  vital  security  at 
home,  so  that  we  cannot  overlook  a 
single  opportunity  to  make  a  cut. 

If  we  follow  the  argument  made  here 
this  afternoon,  I  could  make  the  same 
argument  as  to  every  bill  that  comes  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate.  When  the  agricultural 
bill  is  under  consideration  and  an  effort 
is  made  to  reduce  the  appropriation  for 
animal  husbandry  or  for  the  eradication 
of  cattle  disease  and  insect  pests,  I  can 
say,  “You  are  jeopardizing  the  very  food 
supply  and  the  well-being  of  the  coun¬ 
try.”  That  argument  can  be  made  as  to 
any  appropriation  bill  that  comes  before 
the  Senate. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  come  to  this  con¬ 
clusion,  that  somehow,  somewhere, 
sometime  there  must  be  those  identified 
with  the  branch  of  the  Government 
which  has  power  over  the  purse,  who  will 
simply  say,  “We  will  walk  down  the  mid¬ 
dle  of  the  road,”  because,  when  the 
President  said  to  the  public,  “Prepare  to 
accept  some  reductions  in  the  standard 
of  living,”  which  is  another  way  of  say¬ 
ing,  “You  have  got  to  go  in  for  austerity,” 
I  think  it  is  right  for  the  people,  through 
their  elected  representatives  in  the  Con¬ 
gress,  to  say,  “Look,  Mr.  Government, 
you  must  accept  some  austerity,  too.” 
So  let  us  cut  back  the  appropriations. 
That  is  why  I  am  for  the  Ferguson 
amendment,  and  I  would  go  even  further 
than  it  goes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  We  want  to  be  fair  in 
the  debate.  The  Senator  from  Illinois 
has  stated  that  the  committee  has  been 
neglectful.  But  a  look  at  page  2  of  the 
report  of  the  committee  will  disclose 
that  the  appropriation  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor,  which  is  included  in  this 
bill,  is  $7,369,759  less  than  for  last  year, 
and  for  the  Federal  Security  Agency  the 
appropriation  is  $25,420,215  less  than  for 
last  year.  What  more  can  be  expected 
of  us?  After  all,  Federal  Security  has 
to  carry  on.  I  wish  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  would  read  the  statements. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  have  been  through 
the  big  green  book. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  This  is  the  way  the 
hearing  started: 

The  committee,  as  the  Secretary  will 
understand,  is  confronted  this  year  with  a 
somewhat  different  problem  in  its  consider¬ 
ation  of  budget  estimates.  There  is  the 
necessity  to  provide  adequately  for  the  de¬ 
fense  of  our  country,  for  which  we  have  a 
tentative  estimate  in  excess  of  $60,000,000,- 
000.  There  is  before  the  Congress  a  recom¬ 
mendation  from  the  President  proposing  a 
substantial  increase  in  taxes. 

We  said,  “If  you  do  not  cut,  we  shall 
cut.  Tell  the  committee  where  you  can 
cut.”  They  did  not  cut,  and  we  did. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  conclude,  because  I  do  not  want  to 
keep  the  Senate  in  session  any  longer, 
but  I  desire  to  stop  on  this  note,  that 
recently  I  saw  a  statement  made  by  my 
good  friend  Lindsay  Warren,  a  former 
Member  of  the  House,  who  is  now  the 
Comptroller  General.  He  made  the  ob¬ 
servation  that  he  took  7,000  person  out 
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of  the  General  Accounting  Office.  An 
administrator  in  Government  said,  “I 
would  not  go  through  the  experience  you 
went  through  for  anything  in  this 
world.” 

^  I  thought  it  was  rather  revealing  that 
there  is  great  reluctance  to  use  the  ax 
in  these  agencies.  There  is  only  one 
thing  we  can  do,  and  that  is  to  use  it  here, 
and,  by  pressure,  compel  economies. 

There  was  a  top-echelon  man  in  my 
office  this  morning  who  said  to  me,  “We 
are  over-staffed  in  my  agency  by  25  per¬ 
cent,  but  I  can  say  nothing  about  it.” 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  agree  completely  with 
the  Senator  from  Illinois.  I  think  per¬ 
sonnel  can  be  cut  to  the  extent  of  10  per¬ 
cent  and  still  do  a  better  job  for  the  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  am  glad  to  hear 
that,  because  it  means  that  my  friend 
from  New  Mexico  is  going  to  support 
the  Ferguson  amendment. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No;  I  am  not. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  It  provides  for  only 
a  10-percent  reduction. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  We  listened  to  the 
hearings  and  considered  the  stern  reali¬ 
ties.  From  the  political  angle  there  is 
no  particular  reason  why  I  should  agree 
with  the  Senator  from  Oregon  (Mr.  Cor¬ 
don)  ,  but  he  is  sincere  and  he  is  a  fine 
citizen.  He  tries  to  work  out  the  proper 
way  of  handling  appropriations.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon,  after  working  as¬ 
siduously,  would  have  liked  to  cut  10,  15, 
or  20  percent,  and  so  would  I.  But  after 
the  hearings  we  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  proper,  the  decent,  the  common- 
sense  procedure,  if  we  were  not  to  inter¬ 
fere  with  the  operation  of  Government, 
was  to  cut  5  percent.  That  is  why  I  am 
supporting  the  Cordon  amendment.  We 
would  cut  20  or  50  percent,  but  that  would 
not  be  the  proper  course  to  pursue,  if  we 
take  our  duties  seriously.  I  sincerely 
think  that  a  cut  of  5  percent  is  the  best 
we  can  do  on  this  bill.  We  might  be 
able  to  cut  the  State  Department  20  per¬ 
cent  or  possibly  40  percent,  and  I  may  go 
along  with  the  Senator  along  that  line. 
But  in  considering  the  appropriations 
for  health,  education,  Federal  Security, 
a.nd  the  Children’s  Bureau,  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  wise  to  cut  by  more  than  5  per¬ 
cent. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  respond  to  that  by 
saying  that  when  we  take  the  “my”  out 
of  “economy,”  we  are  on  pretty  good 
ground,  and  then  we  can  courageously 
use  the  ax.  That  does  not  mean  being 
reckless.  But  it  takes  something  more 
than  a  scalpel  to  whittle  the  expendi¬ 
tures  of  the  Government  back  to  safe 
proportions.  If  we  have  the  temerity  to 
say  to  the  people,  “Next  year  we  are 
going  to  ask  you  for  $7,500,000,000 
in  taxes,”  we  should,  with  equal  grace, 
say,  “We  are  going  to  give  you  $7,500,- 
000,000  reduction  to  balance  the  taxes.” 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Does  not  the  Senator 
agree  with  me  that  while  we  should  cut 
and  try  to  conserve  the  taxpayers’  dol¬ 
lars,  due  consideration  should  be  given 
to  individual  items?  I  believe,  that  we 
should  not  reduce  the  appropriations 
for  public  health  in  the  bill,  but  should 
make  the  cut  in  the  EGA  item.  I  think 
we  could  take  some  out  of  the  North  At¬ 
lantic  Fact  appropriation. 


Mr.  DIRKSEN.  The  sentiment  was 
expressed  today  by  Members  of  this  great 
deliberative  body,  “I  am  for  economy, 
but.”  I  think  Shakespeare  once  said, 
“But  me  no  buts.” 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  has  indicated  that  the  President 
made  a  statement  some  months  ago 
about  economy  in  government,  but  so 
far,  I  am  sure  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
will  agree  the  President  has  not  come 
before  the  Congress  and  asked  that  any 
particular  item  be  cut  from  the  budget. 

On  Saturday,  June  9,  he  wrote  a  letter, 
from  which  I  wish  to  read  certain  para¬ 
graphs  : 

The  Federal  Government,  as  the  largest 
single  employer  in  the  country,  should  set 
the  example  in  accomplishing  this  objective. 

He  was  talking  about  cutting  down 
manpower. 

Therefore,  I  expect  the  head  of  each  execu¬ 
tive  department  and  agency  to  take  all  nec¬ 
essary  actions  to  conserve  manpower  and 
generally  to  bring  about  maximum  effective¬ 
ness  and  economy  in  the  utilization  of  per¬ 
sonnel. 

This  manpower  conservation  program 
should  be  given  top  priority  through  the 
executive  branch. 

All  we  are  trying  to  do  here  is  to  help 
the  President. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Help  him  give  it  top 
priority. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Give  it  top  priority, 
and  take  it  out  even  before  he  sends  it 
here  and  actually  asks  for  it.  I  am  sur¬ 
prised  that  he  did  not  write  to  Congress 
and  ask  Congress  to  do  what  he  asked 
Mr .  Lawton,  his  Director  of  the  Budget, 
to  do.  Then  he  could  have  had  worth¬ 
while  action  on  the  budget.  Does  not 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  agree? 

Mr.  .DIRKSEN.  Yes,  indeed,  I  agree. 
Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield’ 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  also  agree  with  my 
f i  iends  the  Senators  from  Michigan  and 
Illinois.  The  only  point  I  am  trying  to 
make  is  that  in  cutting  we  should  cut 
at  the  proper  place  where  no  great  harm 
will  be  done.  Let  us  not,  having  in  mind 
the  common  weal  and  the  interest  of 
public  welfare,  cut  where  a  cut  would  be 
detrimental  to  the  welfare  of  the  coun¬ 
try. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Where  would  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  suggest  that  a  cut 
be  made?  Will  he  name  the  place? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes.  Cut  anywhere 
except  where  it  involves  the  public  health 
of  the  American  people.  Cut  anywhere 
else. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Will  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  name  the  de¬ 
partments  and  the  agencies  where  we 
should  cut? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  think  cuts  can  be 
made  in  any  department.  But  I  think 
it  would  be  against  the  interests  of  pub¬ 
lic  welfare  to  cut  any  appropriation  that 
affects  the  health  of  the  American 
people. 


Mr.  McFARLAND  obtained  the  floor. 
Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  an  inquiry? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Do  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  that  my  amendment  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Ferguson]  on  behalf  of 
himself  and  other  Senators,  remains  the 
pending  question? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  It  is  my  under¬ 
standing  that  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  New  York  to  the  so-called 
Ferguson  amendment  is  the  pending 
question. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

\  RELEASE  BY  SENATOR  FERGUSON  ON 
PROPOSAL  FOR  CONGRESSIONAL  IN¬ 
VESTIGATION  OF  THE  CHINA  LOBBY 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  body  of  the  Record  a  statement  re¬ 
leased  to  the  press  yesterday  by  me,  com¬ 
mending  the  President  for  his  offer  of 
full  cooperation  in  a  congressional  in¬ 
vestigation  of  what  has  been  termed  by 
the  newspaper  as  the  China  lobby.  This 
commendation  is  recorded  on  the  as¬ 
sumption  that  the  President’s  offer  em¬ 
braces  an  investigation  of  all  elements 
which  have  sought  to  influence  United 
States  policy  on  China,  including  the 
pro-Communists  as  well  as  the  pro-Na- 
tionalists 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  By  Senator  Ferguson 
Those  of  us  who  have  experienced  the  ob¬ 
structionism  of  the  executive  branch  in  the 
past  can  only  commend  the  President  for  his 
announced  desire  that  Government  agencies 
“cooperate  to  the  fullest  extent  possible”  in 
any  congressional  investigation  of  the  “Chi¬ 
nese  lobby”  in  the  United  States. 

This  commendation  holds  good,  however, 
only  to  the  extent  that  the  President  in¬ 
tends  cooperation  in.  an  investigation  of  all 
elements  that  have  sought  to  influence  the 
course  of  this  country’s  far  eastern  policy. 
Those  elements  include  not  only  those  which 
have  supported  the  Chinese  Nationalist  re¬ 
gime  of  Chiang  Kai-shek  but  those  which 
have  supported  the  Chinese  Communists. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  wisdom  of  an 
Inquiry  into  all  the  factors  and  factions  be¬ 
hind  our  far  eastern  policy.  That  was  pre¬ 
cisely  an  objective  of  Republicans  when  they 
urged  the  so-called  MacArthur  hearings, 
which  are  now.'in  progress. 

Certainly  the  supporters  of  the  Chinese 
Nationalists  should  be  examined  on  the  mo¬ 
tives  and  thq'  merits  of  their  operations  in 
this  country.  Likewise  there  should  be  full 
Inquiry  into  /the  motives  and  organized  oper¬ 
ations  of  those  who  urged  abandonment  of 
United  Stages  support  of  the  Nationalists; 
the  proposition  that  the  Chinese  Communists 
were  mere  agrarian  reformers  devoid  of  So¬ 
viet  domination;  recognition  of  the  Chinese 
Commuriist  regime  by  the  United  States; 
seating  of  the  Chinese  Communists  in  the 
United  Nations;  and  other  related  policies 
sympathetic  to  or  designed  to  bring  about 
Communist  domination  in  China  and  nearby 
areas. 

Some  of  these  factors  the  joint  Foreign  Re- 
latipns-Armed  Services  Committee  of  the 
Berate  has  sought  to  explore  as  collateral 
iss«es.  Obviously  they  go  beyond  the  already 
burdened  scope  of  that  committee,  and  that 
is  what  gives  significance  to  the  President's 
wishes  as  relayed  by  Secretary  Acheson,  that 
cooperation  be  extended  "any  committee  or 


6514 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  11 


committees  of  the  Congress  which  wish  to  go 
into  this  matter  for  the  purpose  of  informing 
thdcn  what  is  known,  for  the  purpose  of  help- 
ing\ny  investigation,  for  the  purpose  of 
assisting  them  to  come  to  a  conclusion  as  to 
whethekor  not  they  wish  to  have  one.” 

Starting  points  for  such  an  investigation. 
Insofar  a:Nt  would  relate  to  the  pro-Com- 
muntst  factors  in  the  lobby  which  has  sought 
to  influence  dur  China  policy,  are  the  Amer- 
asia  case  and'vits  unexposed  ramifications, 
and  the  well  kN?wn  but  hitherto  disclosed 
activities  of  the  sVge  spy  ring  maintained  in 
Asia  by  the  Soviets  Ynd  its  lobbying  activities 
in  the  United  Stateg  designed  to  put  the 
Communists  in  contrdl  of  China.  As  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  fact  the  subversive  activities  subcom¬ 
mittee  of  the  Senate  Judiciary  Committee 
has  already  launched  preliminary  activity  in 
similar  directions,  and  I  know  that  subcom¬ 
mittee  will  welcome  most  enthusiastically 
this  offer  of  assistance  from  the  executive 
branch.  \ 

We  should  assume  the  good  faith  of  the 
President  in  making  his  offer  of  Executive 
cooperation  "to  the  fullest  possible  extent,” 
and  we  should  feel  free  to  assume  that  the 
offer  embraces  an  inquiry  into  both  kpti- 
Communist  and  pro- Communist  phases  of 
lobbying  on  China  policy.  This  is  highly 
commendable,  because  it  reveals  again  the’ 
high  regard  which  President  Truman  held 
for  the  function  of  congressional  investiga¬ 
tions  while  he  was  a  Member  of  the  Senate, 
and  for  a  reversal  of  the  attitude  toward 
them  which  he  has  displayed  In  more  recent 
years  as  President. 

Such  a  reversal  will  go  far  to  overcome 
the  effects  of  his  stubborn  obstructionism  in 
refusing  to  make  security  information  on 
Government  employees  available  to  com¬ 
mittees  such  as  that  which  investigated  the 
Government  loyalty  program  and  the  case  of 
William  Remington,  which  kicked  back  so 
explosively  when  Remington  was  later  con¬ 
victed  as  a  Communist,  and  his  characteriza¬ 
tion  of  congressional  investigations  into  the 
Remington  and  Alger  Hiss  cases  as  “red  her¬ 
rings.” 

If  the  President’s  pledge  is  one  of  full  co¬ 
operation  to  investigate  both  the  supporters 
of  the  Chinese  Nationalists  and  the  Chinese 
Communists  it  is  a  praiseworthy  reversal  of 
his  past  attitudes  and  a  great  step  forward 
In  the  national  interest. 

Should  it  develop  that  It  applies  only  to 
an  investigation  of  anti-Communists,  how¬ 
ever,  the  offer  is  a  snare  and  a  delusion  as 
it  will  appear  to  be  only  an  effort  to  cover 
confusion  and  error  within  his  own  admin¬ 
istration,  whose  policies  have  been  opposed  / 
to  the  Chnese  Nationalists. 


Deputy  Administrator,  Reconstruction 
Finance  Corporation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  nomination  is  confirmed. 

SECURITIES  AND  EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 

The  Chief  Clerk  read  the  nomination 
of  Robert  I.  Millonzi,  of  New  York,  to  be 
a  member  of  the  Securities  and  Ex¬ 
change  Commission  for  the  remainder  of 
the  term  expiring  June  5,  1952. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  that  nomination  go  over. 

Mr.  MCFARLAND.  Very  well;  I  am 
willing  that  it  go  over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  nomination  will  be  passed 
over. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  be  notified  of  the  confirmation  of 
Mr.  Bukowski. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  President  will  be  notified. 

That  concludes  the  nominations  on  the 
Executive  Calendar. 

RECESS 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  As  in  legislative 
session,  I  move  that  the  Senate  stand  in 
recess  until  12  o’clock  noon  tomorrow. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  (at 
6  o’clock  and  5  minutes  p.  m.)  the  Sen¬ 
ate  took,  a  recess  until  tomorrow,  Tues¬ 
day,  Junel2, 1951,  at  12  o’clock  meridian. 


\ 


EXECUTIVE  SESSION 


/ 


Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,.  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  tar  the 
consideration  of  executive  business. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to ;  /tnd  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  Executive 
business. 

EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr, 
Smith  of  North  Carolina  in  the  chair) 
laid  before  the  Senate  messages  from 
the  President  of  the  United  States  sub¬ 
mitting  sundry  nominations,  which  were 
referred  to  the  appropriate  committees. 

(For  nominations  this  day  received, 
see  the  end  of  Senate  proceedings.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  there 
is  no  reports  of  committees,  the  clerk 
will  state  the  nominations  on  the  Execu¬ 
tive  Calendar. 

RECONSTRUCTION  FINANCE 
CORPORATION 

The  Chief  Clerk  read  the  nomination 
of  Peter  I.  Bukowski,  of  Illinois,  to  be 


NOMINATIONS 

Executive  nominations  received  by  the 
Senate  June  11  (legislative  day  of  May 
17),  1951:  >; 

United  States  Circuit  Judge 

Harold  R.  Medina,  Of  New  York,  to  be 
United  States,  circuit  Judge,  second  circuit, 
vice  Hon.  Learned  Hand,  retired. 

United  States  District?  Judges 

Edward, 'Jordan  Dimock,  of  New  York,  to  be 
United  States  district  judge  for  the  southern 
district  of  New  York,  vice  Hon.  George  Mur¬ 
ray  Hulbert,  deceased.  \ 

FTieda  B.  Hennock,  of  New  York,  to  be 
United  States  district  judge  for  the  southern 
district  of  New  York,  vice  Hon.  Alfred  C, 
Coxe,  retired. 

Thomas  F.  Murphy,  of  New  York,  to  be 
United  States  district  Judge  for  the  southern 
district  of  New  York,  vice  Hon.  Harold  R. 
Medina,  elevated. 

Promotions  in  the  United  States  Air  Force 

The  following-named  officers  for  promotion 
In  the  United  States  Air  Force,  under  the 
provisions  of  sections  502  and  509  of  the 
Officer  Personnel  Act  of  1947  and  sections 
303  and  306  of  the  Women’s  Armed  Services 
Integration  Act  of  1948.  Those  officers 
whose  names  are  preceded  by  the  symbol 
(  X  )  are  subject  to  physical  examination  re¬ 
quired  by  law.  All  others  have  been  ex¬ 
amined  and  found  physically  qualified  for 
promotion. 

To  be  lieutenant  colonels  with  rank  from 
October  19, 1950 

UNITED  STATES  AIR  FORCE 

Shankle,  Willard  Mayes,  4161A. 

Hook,  Fred  G„  Jr.,  4162A. 

Kunkel,  John  Howard,  Jr.,  4163A. 

Hunziker,  Richard  Overton,  4164A. 

Burbridge,  Leo  Michael,  4165A. 

Oliver,  Frank  Everell,  4166A. 

Clarke,  Leo  George,  Jr.,  4167A. 

Knox,  Jonathan  Horace,  4169A. 

Hedlund,  Earl  Clifford,  4170A. 

Read,  Jackson  Yulee,  4171A. 

Eaton,  Robert  Reynolds,  4172A. 


Beezley,  Wilbur  Barrett,  4173A. 
Montgomery,  Robert  Pearson,  4174A. 

White,  John  Milton,  Jr.,  4175A.  / 

Halberstadt,  Harry  Julius,  4177A. 

Christy,  Harrison  Randolph,  Jr,,  4178A. 
McBride,  William  Peter,  4179A. 

Bourne,  Evan  Francis,  Jr.,  4180A. 
Bowman,  Julian  Holt,  418’ A. 

Blachly,  Ross  Lindley,  4182A. 

Baker,  Bazil  Lee,  4183A- 
Hargett,  William  Marlon,  4184A. 

Bell,  John  Howard,  4185A. 

Allen,  Harry  Berkley,  4186A. 

Quayle,  John  William,  4187A. 

Wittrock,  Howard  Henry,  4188A. 

Jones,  Osce  Vernon,  41E9A. 

Morton,  Charles  William,  4190A. 

Grove,  Philip  Pike,  4191A. 

Nichols,  John  Donaldson,  Jr.,  4192A. 
Graves,  John  Calvin,  4193A. 

Warren;  Benjamin  Calvert,  4194A. 

Vetort,  Francis  John,  4195 A. 

Black,  Vance  Eugene,  4197A. 

KeAting,  Robert  Edward,  4200A. 

Beaudry,  Emil  George,  4201A. 

Raver,  Dudley  Ervin,  4202A. 

Scott,  Edward  Walcot,  Jr.,  4203A. 

Fandel,  William  Herbert,  4204A. 

Hydron,  Clarence  August,  4206A. 

Eaton,  Dudley  Paul,  4207A. 

Cormier,  Lionel  Joseph,  4208A. 

Mitchell,  Richard  Randolph,  4209A. 
Ferguson,  Harvey  Eugene,  4210A. 

Cloe,  Keith  DeLyle,  4211A. 

Haesler,  John  Dietrich  Walter,  4212A. 

Sisk,  Eugene  Bounds,  Jr.,  4213A. 

Norwood,  James  Maurice,  4214A. 

Bounds,  R.  G.,  Jr.,  4215A. 

Stewart,  James  Clifton,  4216A. 

Scruggs,  Harold  Woodrow,  4217A. 
Carmichael,  Walter  Pendleton,  Jr.,  4218A, 
Gerzin,  Walter  John,  4219A. 

Newton,  Preston  Carnall,  4220A. 

Herblin,  William  Leonard,  4221A. 

Kemble,  William  Hudson,  Jr.,  4223A. 
Salisbury,  Arthur  George,  4224A. 

Kuntz,  Bernard  Romayne,  4225A. 

Haney,  Otto  Reed,  4226A. 

Moore,  Wilson,  4227A. 

Kesllng,  Earl  William,  4228A. 

Foley,  Jesse  Rush,  Jr.,  4229A. 

Irish,  Lynn  Thornton,  4231A. 

Macdonald,  Henry  Gordon,  4232A. 
Schofield,  Martin  Benjamin,  Jr.,  4233A. 
Clark,  Glen  William,  4234A. 

Calderbank,  John  Jacob  Birrell,  4236A. 
Torresson,  Thomas  Samuel,  Jr.,  4237A. 
Moir,  Charles  Louis,  4238A. 

Silvey,  Owen  Watson,  4239A. 

Chambers,  Walter  Earle,  4240A. 

Herndon,  Robert  Elmore,  Jr.,  4241A. 
Rector,  Edward  Franklin,  4242A. 

Gilman,  Mark  Hulings,  4243A. 

Hawel,  Leo,  Jr.,  4244A. 

Caple,  Charles  Edgar,  Jr.,  4245A. 

Compton,  Joe  W.,  Jr.,  4246A. 

Ferguson,  Matthew  Henry  Taylor,  4247A. 
Byrnes,  George  Goodrich,  Jr.,  4248A. 
Dervage,  Minar  Murry,  4249A. 

Morris,  William  Wallace,  Jr.,  4250A. 
Cumbaa,  Noel  Thomas,  4251A. 

Berg,  Gordon  Howard,  4252A. 

Bronson,  Fred  Ford,  4253A. 

Livingston,  John  Waters,  4254A. 

Fjelstad,  Kenneth  Silas,  4255A. 

Taute,  August  Franklin,  4256A. 

Calhoun,  Robert  Thomas,  4257A. 

Lackey,  Archer  Evans,  4259A. 

Ross,  George  Lee,  4262A. 

Bigelow,  Edgar  Daugherity,  4263A. 
Chapman,  John  Waref,  4264A. 

Terry,  Henry  Warren,  3d,  4266A. 

Jennings,  Payne,  Jr.,  4267A. 

Wys,  Robert  Andrew,  42S8A. 

West,  Alden  Edgar,  4269A. 

Campbell,  William  Haddock,  4270A. 
Pfingst,  William  Kingsley,  427IA. 

Olson,  Arvid  Eldon,  Jr.,  4273A. 

McKenna,  Charles  Francis,  3d,  4274A- 
Lawson,  Robert  Morris,  4276A. 

Ficke,  Robert  Hamilton,  4277A. 

Stewart,  John  Elkin,  4278A, 
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LABOR-FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1952 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  3709)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Labor, 
the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and  re¬ 
lated  independent  agencies,  for  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Ferguson] 
and  the  amendment  to  that  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Lehman]  have  been  fully  discussed 
by  the  Senate.  I  was  wondering 
whether  the  Senate  could  now  vote  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  New  York  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  have  no  objec¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  In  answer  to  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico,  I  believe 
there  is  no  objection,  although  I  sup¬ 
pose  we  should  have  a  quorum  call  first. 
Certainly  there  is  no  objection  to  hav¬ 
ing  a  vote  on  the  Lehman  amendment 
at  this  time. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  have  no  objection. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  have  prepared  a 
statement  on  the  Lehman  amendment 
which  I  should  like  to  insert  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  at  this  time,  preliminary  to  any  vot¬ 
ing.  In  line  with  the  chairman’s  desire 
to  reach  an  early  vote  I  will  withhold 
its  delivery,  but  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  it  be  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Ferguson 

i 

Many  moving  words  have  been  uttered 
about  the  Ferguson  amendment  crippling 
vital  health  activities.  The  air  has  been 
charged  with  emotion.  I  have  been  made  to 
feel  that  I  was  a  person  who  liked  to  go 
around  setting  fire  to  hospitals. 

I  think  it  is  time  that  we  get  down  to 
facts.  It  is  time  that  we  look  at  the  Ferguson 
amendment  in  the  light  of  the  principle 
it  represents,  and  in  the  light  of  what  it 
actually  does. 

The  pending  amendment  by  the  Senator 
from  New  York  is  to  exempt  seven  of  the  ap¬ 
propriation  items  in  this  bill  from  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  Ferguson  amendment.  Let  us 
first  examine  the  functions  in  those  items 
and  just  how  the  Ferguson  amendment  af¬ 
fects  them. 

A.  The  Lehman  amendment  would  exempt 
hospitals  and  medical  care  from  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  Ferguson  amendment.  They 
are  already  exempted  by  committee  action. 

B.  Foreign  Quarantine  Service.  The  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  appropriation  are  to  (1)  pre¬ 
vent  the  introduction  into  the  United  States 
of  epidemic  diseases  from  foreign  countries; 
and  (2)  to  provide  medical  services  to  the 
Department  of  State  and-  to  the  Immigra¬ 
tion  and  Naturalization  Service  in  the 
examination  of  aliens. 

There  is  nothing  in  this  function  which 
relates  to  the  research  or  care  of  the  ill  about 
which  some  have  spoken  so  movingly. 

I  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  recommended  an  appropriation  of 
$2,868,029  with  a  limitation  on  personal 
services  of  $2,507,458.  My  amendment  would 
reduce  both  items  by  $131,971  for  an  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $2,736,058,  of  which  $2,375,487 


would  be  for  personal  services.  This  pro¬ 
posed  allowance  for  personal  services  is  al¬ 
most  twice  what  the  entire  service  received 
in  1942. 

C.  Operating  expenses,  National  Institute 
of  Health.  This  appropriation  fosters  and 
conducts  medical  and  related  research  in  a 
number  of  fields  which  have  been  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  moving  pleas  in  the  last  few  days.  A 
schedule  of  its  program,  that  is,  its  obliga¬ 
tions  by  activities,  is  very  revealing : 


1952  re- 

1950 

1951  esti- 

quest 

mate 

1.  Grants  to  medical 

schools  and  other 
institutions  and  to 
individuals  for  re¬ 
search  and  train¬ 
ing: 

(a)  Research 

projects _ 

$9, 000, 000 

$5, 417, 342 

$7,  501, 000 

(6)  Fellowship 

projects.... 

650, 000 

533, 729 

542, 000 

2.  Direct  operations: 

(a)  Research . 

(6-1)  Review  and 

5,385,000 

4, 872,  778 

5, 110, 000 

approval  of 
research 

and  train¬ 
ing  grants.. 

565,000 

543, 422 

523,900 

(6-2)  Administra- 

t.ion  _  _ 

210,000 

337, 413 

237,000 

Total _ 

15,800,000 

11, 704, 684 

13, 913,000 

The  point  at  which  those  figures 

are  re- 

vealing  is  reflected 

in  two 

items  in  obliga- 

tions  by  object: 

1952 

request 

1950 

1951 

estimate 

Personal  services _ 

$4,  800,  532 

$4, 379, 152 

$4, 522, 200 

Grants,  subsidies,  and 

9, 650, 000 

5, 951, 071 

8, 043, 000 

The  point  is  that  this  appropriation  would 
make  available  $9,650,000  for  research  and 
training  grants,  which  is  approximately 
$3,700,000  more  than  was  appropriated  for 
those  purposes  in  fiscal  1950,  and  not  one 
cent  of  that  grant  money  would  be  taken 
away  by  the  Ferguson  amendment. 

Now  I  know  that  it  will  be  pointed  out 
that  the  $4,800,532  requested  for  personal 
services  includes  a  great  deal  of  research 
under  direct  activities.  It  does,  and  some 
valuable  new  research  is  planned  for  next 
year.  A  gross  amount  of  $416,531  has  been 
requested  for  85  new  positions  in  1952,  under 
the  category  of  research. 

I  want  to  read  the  job  descriptions  of  some 
of  these  new  positions  under  research.  The 
top  six  positions  are  for  an  institute  director, 
clinical  director,  neurologist,  executive  ofli- 
cer,  physiologist,  and  ophthalmologist.  Now 
I  want  to  read  from  the  rest  of  the  list : 


Title 

Grade 

Num¬ 

ber 

Amount 

RESEARCH 

Head,  landscaping  and 

GS-11 _ 

1 

$5,400 

garden  section. 

Organization  and  methods 

GS-11 _ 

1 

6,200 

examiner. 

Personnel  representative.... 

GS-11.... 

3 

16, 200 

Housekeeper _ _ 

GS-10 _ 

1 

5, 000 

Assistant  engineer . 

GS-9  . 

2 

0,  200 

Dietitian.. . 

GS-9  .. 

1 

4, 600 

Personnel  representative... 

GS-9 . 

2 

9i  200 

Shop  superintendent. . 

GS-9.... 

1 

4,  GOO 

Administrative  assistant.... 

GS-8 _ 

1 

4,200 

Laboratory  technician . 

GS-7 . 

1 

3, 825 

OS-7 

1 

3,823 

Do.'... . 

OR-fi 

1 

Z,  700 

M ee.han  i nal  e.n  gineer 

OS-5 

1 

3, 350 

OS-5 

2 

6’  200 

Clerk-dict3ting  machine 

GS-4 _ 

i 

8,115 

transcriber. 

OS-4 

1 

2,875 

Do _ “ -  “ . 

OS-3 

2 

5,  300 

Clerk-typist . 

GS-3 . 

2 

6;  540 

Title 

Grade 

Num¬ 

ber 

Amount 

RESEARCH— COn. 

Dictating  machine  tran- 

GS-3 . 

2 

$5, 620 

scriber. 

Laundry  superintendent... 

CPC-10.. 

1 

4,150 

F oreman  plumber.  _ 

CPC-8... 

I 

3,  400 

Head  electrician _ _ 

CPC-8... 

1 

3,400 

Head  operating  engineer.... 

CPC-8... 

1 

3, 400 

Electrician. _ _ _ 

CPC-6... 

1 

2,900 

Guard . . . 

CPC-4... 

4 

6,  800 

Sheet-metal  worker  helper.. 

CPC-4... 

1 

2, 450 

Laborer _ 

CPC-2... 

16 

33,  920 

In  all  seriousness  I  ask  whether  or  not 
we  are  adversely  affecting  the  Nation’s  health 
by  a  10-percent  personnel  cut-back  which 
would  eliminate  some  of  those  positions 
while  preserving  the  values  of  pure  research¬ 
ers.  Bear  in  mind  that  this  amendment 
cuts  about  $240,000  from  what  is  provided 
in  the  bill  for  personal  services,  and  that 
the  gross  of  new  positions  asked  for  the 
National  Health  Institutes  was  $416,531. 

D.  National  Cancer  Institute:  This  pro¬ 
gram  has  three  major  purposes:  (1)  To  fos¬ 
ter  and  conduct  research  in  the  causes  of 
cancer  and  means  for  its  detection,  diagnosis, 
and  treatment;  (2)  to  improve  the  caliber 
of  teaching  in  cancer  problems  and  supply 
of  trained  personnel;  (3)  to  assist  in  devel¬ 
oping  services  at  the  local  level. 

Again  the  schedule  of  obligations  by 
objects  reveals  the  extent  to  which  the  scope 
of  this  work  is  affected  by  the  Ferguson 
amendment : 


1952 

request 

1950 

1951 

Personal  services _ 

$2, 836, 590 

10, 315,  COC 

$2,  718, 537 

15, 836, 367 

$2,  765, 450 

10, 217, 000 

Grants,  subsidies,  con¬ 
tributions _ 

In  other  words,  about  3l/2  times  as  much  is 
contained  in  this  appropriation  for  research 
and  other  grants  than  for  personal  services 
in  direct  activities  which  include  research. 
And  not  1  cent  of  those  research  grants  is 
touched  by  this  amendment. 

E.  Mental  health  activities:  This  program 
has  purposes,  with  respect  to  mental  diseases 
and  condition,  which  are  identical  with  the 
purposes  of  the  Cancer  Institute  in  the  field 
of  cancer.  Its  program  reflects  primary  em¬ 
phasis  upon  grants  as  against  direct  activi¬ 
ties,  shown  as  follows: 


1952 

request 

1950 

1951 

Personal  services . . 

$1, 240,  515 

$901,  705 

$1, 120, 345 

Grants,  subsidies,  con- 

8, 182, 000 

8, 140, 806 

5, 561, 000 

Here,  however,  the  ratio  of  research  and 
similar  grants  is  about  7  to  1  for  personal 
services  in  direct  activities.  But  again,  the 
great  bulk  of  this  appropriation,  for  re¬ 
search  and  training,  is  not  affected  in  any 
way  by  the  Ferguson  amendment. 

F.  Heart  Institute:  The  institute’s  pur¬ 
poses  follow  those  of  cancer  and  mental 
health,  with  prime  emphasis  upon  grants 
rather  than  direct  research  activities. 


1952 

request 

1950 

1951 

estimate 

Personal  services.. . 

$1, 540, 351 

$1,  014,  901 

13, 752, 043 

$1, 533, 981 

6, 730, 000 

Grants,  subsidies,  con¬ 
tributions . 

7, 591, 000 

The  ratio  here  Is 

about  S 

to  1,  and  I  re- 

peat  that  not  1  cent  of  the  $7,591,000  which 
makes  up  the  bulk  of  the  research  and  siml- 
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lar  grants  in  this  appropriation  is  touched 
by  the  Ferguson  amendment. 

G.  Dental  health  activities:  Again  the 
program  is  similar  to  that  in  fields  of  cancer 
mental  health  and  heart,  except  for  a  lesser 
emphasis  on  grants  and  stress  instead  of 
technical  assistance  to  States,  which  is  not 
classified  as  research.  Obligations  by  ac¬ 
tivities  indicate  the  nature  of  the  program. 


1952 

request 

1950 

1951 

1.  Grants  to  institutions 
and  individuals: 

(a)  Research  proj¬ 
ects _ 

$221, 000 

$196,  857 

$221, 000 

(6)  Research  fellow¬ 
ships. . 

50, 000 

34, 912 

50,000 

2.  Direct  operations: 

(a)  Research . . 

337, 950 

247, 835 

839,  200 

(6-1)  Review  and 
approval  of 
grants _ 

12, 500 

8,893 

11, 050 

(6-2)  Technical  as¬ 
sistance  to 
States . 

943, 650 

1, 261,  745 

1, 148,  500 

(6-3)  Dental  re¬ 
sources . 

125, 000 

70,  479 

125,  000 

(6-4)  Administra¬ 
tion _ 

60,100 

53, 799 

60, 100 

Total . 

1, 750, 000 

1, 874,  520 

1, 954, 850 

Personal  services  amount  to  $1,056,548  of 
the  requested  appropriation,  and  the  Fer¬ 
guson  amendment  would  reduce  the  allow¬ 
ance  for  them  by  $52,692,  or  about  one-third 
of  the  amount  budgeted  for  travel. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  gone  through  each 
of  these  appropriation  items  in  some  detail 
because  I  think  the  record  should  be  very 
clear  as  to  whether  or  not  my  amendment 
has  a  crippling  effect  upon  vital  health  ac¬ 
tivities.  The  evidence  I  have  submitted 
should  dispel  any  such  notion  for  these  rea¬ 
sons: 

1.  The  first  activity  designated  by  the  Leh¬ 
man  amendment  for  exception,  that  is,  hos¬ 
pital  and  medical  care,  is  already  exempt 
from  application  of  the  Ferguson  amend¬ 
ment. 

2.  Without  discounting  the  importance  of 
the  Foreign  Quarantine  Service — although 
I  think  it  can  stand  a  cut  just  as  can  every 
other  function  of  government — it  is  not  in 
the  category  of  health  activities  for  which 
we  have  heard  such  moving  pleas. 

3.  In  the  remaining  items  which  the  Leh¬ 
man  amendment  proposes  to  exempt  the 
great  bulk  of  the  appropriations  are  for  re¬ 
search  and  other  grants  which  make  up  the 
programs  that  are  of  most  vital  concern,  and 
the  Ferguson  amendment  does  not  touch 
them  in  any  degree. 

ii 

I  should  enter  in  the  Record  at  this  point 
a  table  showing  exactly  what  the  Ferguson 
amendment  does  do  with  respect  to  the 
seven  items  the  Lehman  amendment  pro¬ 
poses  to  exempt!  The  reductions  in  each 
instance,  of  course,  are  for  personal  services: 


Commit¬ 
tee  rec¬ 
ommen¬ 
dation 

Ferguson 

amend¬ 

ment 

Reduc¬ 

tion 

Hospital  and  medical 

$30,  200, 000 

2,  868, 029 
15,  559,  973 
19,  806, 171 
10,  737, 974 
10,  072,  982 
1,  697, 308 

i  $30,200,000 

2,  736,  058 
15, 319, 946 
19,  663,  342 
10,  675,  948 
9,  995,  964 
1,  644,  616 

Foreign  Quarantine 

Service . 

Health  Institutes . 

Cancer  Institute . 

Mental  Health... . 

Heart  Institute.. . 

Dental  Health . 

Total . . 

$131, 971 
240,  027 
141,  829 
62,  026 
77,  018 
52,  692 

90,  941, 437 

90,  235,  874 

705,  563 

•  Exempt. 


in 


The  Ferguson  amendment  reduces  these 
items  $705,563.  This  compares  to  the  total 


effect  of  the  Ferguson  amendment  upon  the 
bill  in  an  amount  of  about  $7,250,000. 

IV 

A  further  argument  against  the  Lehman 
exemptions  is  the  simple  and  positive  fact 
that  Congress  has  been  far  from  niggardly 
with  these  agencies  in  the  past.  A  series  of 
10-year  tables  showing  the  average  number 
of  employees  and  adjusted  amounts  available 
for  each  item  in  past  fiscal  years  illustrate  my 
point.  I  will  place  them  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  in  my  remarks. 

FOREIGN  QUARANTINE  SERVICE 


Fiscal  year 

Average 
number  of 
positions 

Amount 

1941 . 

54 

$1, 289, 487 
1, 251, 416 
1,  234,  250 
1, 325,  534 
1,  441, 000 
1, 806,  700 
1, 985,  900 
2, 450,  000 
3, 185, 000 
3, 141, 000 
3,004,000 
3, 000, 000 

1942 . . . . . 

478 

1943 . . . . . 

447 

1944 _ _ _ _ _ 

439 

1945.. . . . . 

429 

1946 _ _ _ _ 

483 

1947 . . . . 

689 

1948 . . 

613 

1949 . 

660 

1950 . . 

665 

1951 . . 

622 

1952  estimate _ _ 

608 

NATIONAL  HEALTH  INSTITUTE 


1941 . 

402 

$525,  893 

1942 . 

327 

512,  380 

1943 . . . 

633 

2,  017,  406 

1944 . . . . . 

517 

1,  707, 195 

1945 . . . 

511 

1,  795,  608 

1946 . . . 

539 

2,  866,  000 

1947 . 

803 

5,  966,  948 

1948 . 

923 

8,  382,  737 

1949 . 

1,232 

14,  540,  000 

1950 . 

1,354 

12,  075,  000 

1951 . . 

1,409 

13,  913,  900 

1952,  estimate _ 

1,  457 

15, 800,  000 

CANCER  INSTITUTE 


1944 . 

132 

$530, 000 
561, 000 
548,  700 

1945 . 

14*4 

1946 . . 

122 

1947 . 

223 

1, 772,  000 
14,  500,  000 
>  14,  000,  000 
»  18,  900,  000 

1948 . 

429 

1949 . 

534 

1950 . 

672 

1951 . . . . . 

661 

19, 886, 000 
19,  947, 000 

1952,  estimate _ _ 

663 

MENTAL  HEALTH  ACTIVITIES 


1941.  . 

483 

$1,  438,  500 

1942 . . . 

518 

1, 478,  086 

1943 . . . 

699 

1, 344, 280 

1944  3 . . 

575 

1,  227, 036 

1945  3 . . . . . . 

575 

1, 166,353 

1946. . . . . 

703 

1, 413,  597 

1947 . 

869 

1, 632,  000 

1948 . . . . 

977 

4,  250, 000 

1949 . . . . 

146 

*  9, 128, 000 

1950.... . 

188 

« 11, 612, 000 

1951 . . . . 

226 

9,  505, 000 

1952,  estimate . 

247 

10, 800, 000 

HEART  INSTITUTE 


1948 . 

CO 

$1,  632,  479 

1949 . 

131 

2,  835,  400 

1950 . . . 

248 

4  10,  675,  000 

1951 . . . 

338 

14,  200,  000 

1952,  estimate . 

331 

10, 150, 000 

DENTAL  HEALTH  ACTIVITIES 


1948 . 

66 

$465, 126 

1949 . . . 

208 

1,  733,  202 

1950 . 

245 

1,  708,  000 

1951 . 

235 

1,  954, 850 

1952  estimate . 

215 

1, 750, 000 

*  Excludes  $8,000,000  contract  authorization. 

*  Excludes  $6,000,000  contract  authorization. 

*  Activity  included  in  “Hospitals  and  medical  care.’* 

*  Excludes  $2,300,000  contraot  authorization. 

Excludes  $2,160,000  contract  authorization. 

*  Excludes  $5,350,000  contract  authority. 


The  significance  of  these  tables  is  that 
they  show  appropriations  for  these  6  ac¬ 
tivities  to  have  increased  $55,565,515,  or 
about  950  percent,  and  personnel  to  have 
increased  by  2,334,  or  about  200  percent  since 
1941,  or  whatever  later  year  the  particular 
program  was  innovated.  Yesterday,  at  page 
6509  of  the  Record,  the  Senator  from  Idaho 
[Mr.  Dworshak]  introduced  data  showing 
appropriations  for  the  Public  Health  Service 
at  large  had  increased  tenfold  in  the  past  10 
years,  and  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
McClellan]  reminded  us  that  amounts  in 
the  pending  bill  are  32%  percent  above  1951 
expenditures.  That  is  scarcely  a  record  of 
congressional  niggardliness. 

v 

Another  argument  has  been  made  against 
this  amendment,  that  it  will  actually  effect 
a  greater  reduction  than  10  percent  from 
budget  estimates  for  personnel  services  be¬ 
cause  it  will  require  lay-offs  and  the  payment 
of  terminal  leave. 

To  contradict  that  argument,  as  well  as  to 
demonstrate  the  absolute  essentiality  of  this 
amendment,  I  wish  to  refer  to  a  table  show¬ 
ing  employment  and  payroll  records  for  the 
agencies  which  are  covered  by  this  bill.  It 
appears  at  page  6454  of  the  Record  for 
June  8. 

Mr.  President,  that  table  reveals  these 
startling  facts: 

1.  Since  the  first  of  the  present  fiscal  year 
employment  in  these  agencies  has  been  in¬ 
creasing  at  a  rate  of  450  per  month,  from 
43,166  on  July  1,  1950,  to  47,643  on  May  1, 
1951. 

2.  Payrolls  have  increased  from  $12,466,000 
monthly  to  $14,681,000,  an  annual  rate  of 
$176,000,000,  which  is  about  $16,500,000  above 
the  rate  of  last  July. 

3.  If  the  President’s  budget  requests  are 
granted,  employment  in  the  agencies  covered 
in  this  bill  would  rise  to  about  49,000,  which 
is  6,000  or  about  14  percent  above  the  figure 
at  the  start  of  this  year. 

This  data  confirms  the  whole  trend  of  Gov¬ 
ernment-wide  employment.  Since  last  July 
Government  has  been  adding  to  its  rolls  at  a 
rate  of  about  44,000  per  month.  The  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  reports  1952  appropria¬ 
tion  requests  contemplate  a  projection  of 
that  trend  for  the  whole  of  the  coming  year, 
or  a  total  of  some  400,000  new  employees. 
Mr.  President,  if  we  cut  10  percent  from 
budget  estimates  for  1952  employment,  which 
is  the  end  purpose  of  my  amendment,  we 
will  not  even  be  holding  our  own  in  the  fight 
to  reduce  Government  payrolls. 

Not  only  are  tax  dollars  involved.  Every 
person  added  to  Government  payrolls  is  one 
less  person  available  for  production  enter¬ 
prise.  What  we  forget  is  that  Government 
is  not  productive.  In  general,  Government 
employment  adds  absolutely  nothing  to  the 
gross  national  product,  when  production  is 
not  only  our  great  bulwark  against  Inflation 
but  in  a  race  even  for  survival. 

The  President  has  recognized  this  in  a 
letter  directing  all  Government  agencies  to 
survey  their  personnel  needs  in  the  direction 
of  conserving  manpower.  I  place  his  letter 
of  last  Saturday  in  the  Record  at  this  point 
in  my  remarks: 

“The  present  emergency  has  caused  great 
demands  on  the  manpower  resources  of  our 
country,  with  shortages  of  manpower  in  cer¬ 
tain  special  areas  already  being  felt. 

“It  is  extremely  important  that  all  pos¬ 
sible  steps  be  taken  to  eliminate  these  short¬ 
ages  and  to  assure  the  availability  of  man¬ 
power  for  all  essential  mobilization  activities. 

“Adequate  solution  to  our  manpower  prob¬ 
lems  will  require  the  exercise  of  energy, 
imagination,  and  ingenuity  on  the  part  of 
every  employer  and  employee. 

"AN  OBJECTIVE  FOR  ALL  AGENCIES 

“The  Federal  Government,  as  the  largest 
single  employer  in  the  country,  should  set 
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the  example  In  accomplishing  this  objective. 
Therefore,  I  expect  the  head  of  each  execu¬ 
tive  department  and  agency  to  take  all  neces¬ 
sary  actions  to  conserve  manpower  and  gen¬ 
erally  to  bring  about  maximum  effectiveness 
and  economy  in  the  utilization  of  personnel. 

“This  manpower  conservation  program 
should  be  given  top  priority  throughout  the 
executive  branch. 

“In  order  to  assist  the  departments  and 
agencies  in  achieving  the  results  I  desire,  I 
want  you,  together  with  the  Chairman  of 
the  Civil  Service  Commission,  to  issue  in¬ 
structions  on  steps  which  can  be  taken  to 
conserve  manpower,  and  to  advise  and  con¬ 
sult  with  the  departments  and  agencies  on 
specific  problems  which  they  may  have  in 
carrying  out  this  program. 

“REPORTS  OP  ROSTERS  ASKED 

"I  am  also  asking  that  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  and  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
request  reports  from  all  departments  and 
agencies  and  conduct  regular  inspections  and 
surveys  so  that  reports  can  be  made  to  me 
on  progress  in  conserving  manpower,  includ¬ 
ing  recommendations  for  further  actions 
which  may  be  necessary. 

“This  program  to  achieve  conservation  and 
utilization  of  manpower  in  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  endorsed  by  the  Manpower  Policy 
Committee  of  the  Office  of  Defense  Mobiliza¬ 
tion,  and  is  in  line  with  its  over- all  program 
for  conserving  manpower  throughout  the 
country. 

“I  am  sending  a  similar  letter  to  the  Chair¬ 
man  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission.” 

Mr.  President,  we  are  not  just  proposing 
to  cut  something  like  $11,700,000  out  of  the 
budget  requests  and  $7,250,000  off  the  bill  in 
its  present  form.  We  are  seeking  to  stem 
a  tide  which  will  one  day  engulf  us  if  we  do 
not  vote  for  the  principle  which  my  amend¬ 
ment  provides. 

It  is  a  principle  which  can  tolerate  no 
breaches,  no  matter  what  impassioned  pleas 
are  made  for  exceptions:  today  for  health 
activities,  tomorrow  for  something  else  and 
do  on  until  we  have  rendered  this  important 
principle  helpless.  Of  course,  these  activi¬ 
ties  are  worthy,  or  presumably  they  would 
never  have  been  authorized.  But  the  same 
can  be  said  of  every  other  function  of  gov¬ 
ernment. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  principle  which 
calls  for  every  Member  of  the  Senate  to 
stand  and  be  counted.  Do  we  believe  in 
economy  or  is  the  answer  yes — but?  That  is 
the  question  which  is  now  before  us. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
the  same  privilege.  I  have  a  memoran¬ 
dum  which  show's  the  exact  character  of 
the  work  which  would  be  affected  by  the 
Ferguson  amendment  if  my  amendment 
were  not  agreed  to.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  the  statement  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Lehman 

I  would  like  to  point  out  the  kind  of  re¬ 
search  work  of  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  which  will  be  directly  affected  by  the 
Ferguson  amendment.  An  additional  5  per¬ 
cent  cut  would  curtail  or  perhaps  eliminate 
the  total  effectiveness  of  such  studies  as 
these — not  necessarily  by  cutting  the  senior 
scientist  himself  but  certainly  by  taking 
away  the  junior  scientist  and  technicians 
upon  whom  so  much  of  his  work  depends. 

1.  Cancer:  Important  work  now  being  per¬ 
formed  with  large  cultures  of  living  cancer 
cells  permitting  improved  observation  of 
cancer  growth  and  improved  methods  of 
measuring  growth  rates. 

2.  Cancer:  The  laboratory  which  has  made 
an  important  contribution  to  the  hormonal 
treatment  of  prostatic  cancer.  More  im¬ 


portant,  this  study  holds  promise  of  finding 
some  method  for  the  early  diagnosis  of  this 
killer. 

3.  Heart:  The  unit  which  is  perfecting  a 
diagnostic  instrument,  the  electrokymo¬ 
graph,  for  the  early  detection  of  heart  dis¬ 
ease.  This  mechanism  is  just  at  the  evalua¬ 
tive  stage  and  demands  a  wide  range  of  clin¬ 
ical  and  experimental  use. 

4.  Mental  health  research  at  Lexington, 
Ky.,  in  the  whole  field  of  drug  addiction  and 
the  development  of  suitable  morphine  sub¬ 
stitutes:  These  studies,  as  you  know  from 
recent  public  reports,  are  of  immediate  ur¬ 
gency  to  the  people  of  this  country  and 
particularly  important  now  that  we  know 
the  extent  to  which  the  youth  of  our  coun¬ 
try  is  becoming  addicted  to  drugs. 

5.  Dental  field:  The  studies  of  how  fluo¬ 
rine  prevents  dental  caries  and  how  it  is 
possible  to  use  fluorine  to  achieve  maximum 
control  of  tooth  decay  without  injuring  the 
body.  These  studies  are  the  much  needed 
follow-up  on  the  recent  finding  concerning 
the  beneficial  effects  of  public  water  fluori¬ 
dation. 

6.  Studies  on  the  emergency  use  of  salt 
and  soda  solutions  for  the  treatment  of  shock 
due  to  burn  or  other  severe  injuries:  The 
importance  of  these  studies  to  our  civil  de¬ 
fense  program  is,  I  know,  apparent  to  all  of 
us.  The  salt-soda  solution  is  no  substitute 
for  blood  plasma  or  whole  blood,  but  it  is 
the  best  emergency  treatment  available  in 
the  event  of  large-scale  catastrophe  in  which 
medical  treatment  might  not  be  available 
for  up  to  72  hours. 

7.  Programs  such  as  the  development  of 
new  vaccines  to  prevent  epidemic  and  the 
control  of  all  biological  products — serums, 
vaccines,  and  antibiotics — upon  whose  po¬ 
tency  and  purity  so  much  of  our  medical 
strength  depends:  These  same  people  are 
also  responsible  for  the  safety  and  purity 
of  the  blood  banks  which  have  direct  appli¬ 
cation  to  both  civilian  and  military  medicine. 


Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered  to 
their  names: 


Aiken 

Bennett 

Benton 

Brewster 

Bricker 

Bridges 

Butler,  Md. 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Byrd 

Cain 

Carlson 

Chavez 

Clements 

Connally 

Cordon 

Dirksen 

Douglas 

Duff 

Dworshak 

Eastland 

Ecton 

Ellender 

Ferguson 

Flanders 

Frear 

Ful  bright 

George 

Gillette 


Green 
Hayden 
Hendrickson 
Hennings 
-  Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Hoey 
Holland 
Ives 
Jenner 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Kefauver 

Kerr 

Kilgore 

Knowland 

Langer 

Lehman 

Long 

Magnuson 

Malone 

Maybank 

McCarran 

McCarthy 

McClellan 

McFarland 

McKellar 


McMahon 

Monroney 

Moody 

Morse 

Mundt 

Neely 

O’Mahoney 

Pastore 

Robertson 

Russell 

Saltonstall 

Schoeppel 

Smathers 

Smith,  Maine 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Smith,  N.  C. 

Sparkman 

Stennis 

Taft 

Thye 

Underwood 

Watkins 

Welker 

Wherry 

Williams 

Young 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson  ] ,  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Humphrey],  the  Senator  from  Wy¬ 
oming  [Mr.  Hunt],  and  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  O’Conor]  are  ab¬ 
sent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mur¬ 
ray]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  on 
official  business,  having  been  appointed 


a  representative  of  our  Government  to 
attend  the  International  Labor  Confer¬ 
ence  being  held  in  Geneva,  Switzerland. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Lodge]  and  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Millikin]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Case],  the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Capehart],  and  the  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin  [Mr.  Wiley]  are  absent  on  offi¬ 
cial  business. 

The  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Kem] 
is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Martin]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Toeey]  is  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness  of  the  Committee  on  Crime  Inves¬ 
tigation. 

The  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Nixon]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  A  quorum  is 
present. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Lehman]  to  the  amendment 
submitted  by  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Ferguson]  for  himself  and  other 
Senators. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  on  this 
question  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  my  amendment  be  read  by  the 
clerk. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  New  York  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  will  be  read,  for 
the  information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  At  the  end 
of  the  amendment  proposed  by  Mr.  Fer¬ 
guson,  for  himself  and  other  Senators, 
it  is  proposed  to  change  the  period  to  a 
colon  and  add  the  following:  “Provided, 
That  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  ap¬ 
propriations  of  the  Public  Health  Service 
for  hospitals  and  medical  care,  foreign 
quarantine  service,  National  Institutes 
of  Health,  National  Cancer  Institute, 
mental  health  activities.  National  Heart 
Institute,  and  dental  health  activities.” 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  New  York  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Michigan. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  address  a  question  to  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  or  to  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico,  who  has  been  handling  this  bill, 
but  I  see  that  neither  of  them  is  on  the 
floor  at  this  time.  Under  the  circum¬ 
stances,  I  should  like  to  request  leave  to 
address  my  question  to  the  Senator  from 
New  York. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  Senator  may  do  so. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  from  New  York  that  he  refer 
to  page  23  of  the  committee  report,  in 
order  to  be  able  to  reply  to  the  question 
which  I  wish  to  ask  him.  From  exam¬ 
ining  the  portion  of  page  23  of  the  re¬ 
port  which  covers  the  seven  activities  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  the  amendment  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  York  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Michigan,  I  note 
that  in  the  first  instance  no  change  was 
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made  either  by  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives  or  by  the  Senate  committee  in  the 
budget  recommendations  for  hospitals 
and  medical  care,  which  was  the  first  of 
the  seven  activities.  In  other  woids, 
the  so-called  Cordon  amendment,  which 
was  applied  by  the  committee  to  the 
other  six  activities,  was  not  applied  to 
that  particular  activity.  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York  know  why  the  Cor¬ 
don  amendment  was  not  applied  to  that 
particular  large  activity? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  No.  I  shall  have  to 
defer'  to  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  inasmuch  as  I  am  not  a  member 
of  the  committee. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
I  see  that  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez]  has  now  returned  to  the 
floor,  and  I  should  like  to  address  my 
question  to  him.  I  wish  to  ask  him  to 
examine  page  23  of  the  committee  re¬ 
port,  with  particular  reference  to  the 
seven  items  listed  together  on  that  page, 
which  are  mentioned  in  the  amendment 
of  the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
York  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Michigan.  I  note  in  the  first  in¬ 
stance  that  the  amount  recommended 
by  the  budget  for  hospitals  and  medical 
care,  which  is  the  first  of  the  seven 
items — that  amount  being  $30,200,000 — 
is  not  changed  in  the  bill  as  passed  by 
the  House,  and  is  not  changed  in  the  bill 
as  reported  by  the  Senate  committee, 
and  therefore  was  not  subjected  to  the 
so-called  Cordon  amendment,  which 
was  applied  by  the  committee  to  the 
other  six  items.  Will  the  Senator  state 
for  the  Record  the  reason  why  the  so- 
called  Cordon  amendment  was  not  ap¬ 
plied  to  that  item? 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes,  I  shall  try  to  state 
the  reason.  The  subcommittee  did  not 
take  any  action  on  the  so-called  Cordon 
amendment,  which  was  submitted  to  the 
full  committee.  The  decision  and  con¬ 
clusion  reached  on  the  Cordon  amend1- 
ment  were  reached  by  the  full  committee. 

In  approving  the  proposal  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  for  a  cut  of  5  percent 
on  each  appropriation,  the  committee 
directed  that  the  cut  and  the  limitation 
on  personal  services  should  not  apply  to 
Freedmen’s  Hospital  or  to  any  other 
hospital.  That  amendment  would  not 
apply  to  any  hospital,  whether  it  be 
Freedmen’s  Hospital  or  any  hospital 
That  amendment  would  not  apply  to  any 
hospital,  whether  it  be  Freedmen’s  Hos¬ 
pital  or  any  hospital  under  the  Public 
Health  Service.  That  is  why  the  Cordon 
amendment  is  applied  in  that  way.  The 
committee  did  not  want  it  to  affect  hos¬ 
pitals  or  to  apply  to  personnel  having  to 
do  with  hospital  operations. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
Is  the  Senate  to  understand,  then,  that 
the  Cordon  amendment  making  a  5  per¬ 
cent  cut  in  appropriations  for  personnel 
was  applied  to  the  other  six  items  cov¬ 
ered  by  the  Lehman  amendment? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct,  but 
only  insofar  as  it  affects  administrative 
operations.  The  amendment  applies  to 
all  six  of  the  others,  but  the  idea  was  to 
exempt  hospital  operations  from  the 
Cordon  amendment. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  permit,  I  should  like  to  ask 
a  further  question:  I  note  from  the  last 
column  in  the  tabulation  affecting  these 
particular  activities  that  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  did  not  decrease  these  particular 
items  as  they  appeared  in  the  House  bill. 


except  as  to  the  foreign  quarantine  serv¬ 
ice,  and  that  it  increased  all  of  the  five 
last-named  items,  so  as  to  make  a  total 
increase  of  these  six  items  of  about 
$1,000,000  above  the  House  bill,  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Then,  even  after  the 
application  of  the  Cordon  amendment  to 
all  the  activities  which  are  in  the  so- 
called  Lehman  amendment,  there  is  still 
an  increase  of  about  $1,000,000  in  the 
Senate  bill  as  to  these  particular  items, 
compared  with  the  House  bill.  Is  not 
that  correct? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Let  me  give  the  Sena¬ 
tor  a  breakdown.  The  National  Insti¬ 
tute  of  Health  item  is  increased  by 
$59,973;  National  Cancer  Institute,  in¬ 
creased  by  $305,171;  mental  health  ac¬ 
tivities,  an  inci'ease  of  $437,974;  National 
Heart  Institute,  an  increase  of  $72,982, 
and  dental  health  activities,  an  increase 
of  $197,308,  or  in  round  figures,  an  in¬ 
crease  of  approximately  $1,000,000  over 
the  House  figures. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  incorporate  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  as  a  part  of  my 
remarks  a  portion  of  page  23  of  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  report  which  deals  with  the 
seven  activities  listed  in  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  New  York,  namely, 
hospitals  and  medical  care,  foreign  quar¬ 
antine  service.  National  Institutes  of 
Health,  National  Cancer  Institute,  men¬ 
tal  health  activities,  National  Heart  In¬ 
stitute,  and  dental  health  activities,  with 
the  extensions  contained  in  the  eight  col¬ 
umns  opposite  each  of  those  listings. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  portion 
of  the  table  referred  to  was  ordered  to 
be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 


Comparative  statement  of  appropriations  for  1951,  amounts  as  reduced  under  section  1214  (general  reduction  of  $550,000, (foo  in  Gen - 
eral  Appropriation  Act,  1951)  estimate  for  1952,  and  amounts  recommended  in  the  bill  for  1952 


TITLE  II - FEDERAL  SECURITY  AGENCY 


Agency  and  item 

Appropriations,  1951 

Estimates,  1952 

Recommended 
in  House  bill 
for  1952 

Amount  rec¬ 
ommended  by 
Senate  com¬ 
mittee 

Increase  (+)  or  decrease  (— ),  Senate  bill 
compared  with— 

Specifio 

amounts 

As  reduced 
under  sec.  1214 

1951  appropria¬ 
tions  as  reduced 
under  sec.  1214 

Budget  esti¬ 
mates,  1952 

House  bill 

Hospitals  and  medical  care - - 

Foreign  quarantine  service - - 

National  Institutes  of  Health . -- . 

National  Cancer  Institute.. . 

Mental  health  activities.. . . 

National  Heart  Institute . . . 

Dental  health  activities . - 

$29,050, 000 
3, 104, 000 
15,350,000 
20,486,000 
10,000,000 
15, 104,  400 
2,090, 000 

$29,024, 000 
3, 004,000 

13,  913,  900 
19,  886, 000 

9,  505, 000 

14,  554, 400 
1, 954,  850 

$30,  200, 000 
3,000,000 
15,800,000 
19,  947, 000 
10,  800, 000 
10, 150,000 
1,  750, 000 

$30, 200, 000 
2,990,000 
15,500,000 
19,500,000 
10, 300, 000 
10,000,000 
1,  500, 000 

$30, 200, 000 
2,868,029 
15,  559,  973 
19,  805, 171 
10,  737, 974 
10, 072,  982 
1, 697, 308 

+$1, 176, 000 
-135,971 
+1, 646, 073 
-80,  829 
+1,  232,  974 
-4,  481,  418 
-257,  542 

-$131, 971 
-240,027 
-141,  829 
-62, 026 
-77,018 
-52,  692 

-$121.  971 
+59,  973 
+305, 171 
+437,  974 
+72,  982 
+197, 308 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  an  observation? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  wish  to  point  out 
to  the  Senator  from  Florida  that,  al¬ 
though  hospitals  and  medical  care  are 
Included  in  my  amendment,  it  was  un¬ 
necessary,  because  they  are  excluded, 
also,  by  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Ferguson], 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Computing  dollar- 
wise  exactly  what  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Florida  has  told  the  Sen¬ 


ate,  and  also  having  noted  the  placing 
of  this  exhibit'  in  the  Record,  it  brings 
up  this  question:  Dollar-wise,  in  my 
opinion,  the  Cordon  amendment  would 
stop  an  increase,  but  there  would  be  no 
saving  dollar-wise,  it  seems  to  me.  As 
I  figure  it,  as  a  member  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  even  with  the  adoption  of  the  Cor¬ 
don  amendment,  we  would  not  quite 
hold  our  own  so  far  as  an  increase  is 
concerned;  so,  dollar-wise,  it  requires 
the  Ferguson  amendment  in  order  to 
make  any  cut  in  the  personnel  now 
employed  by  those  departments. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  President,  the  observation  I  was 
going  to  make  was  this,  that  I  should 


like  very  much  to  support  the  Ferguson 
amendment,  if  it  does  not  apply  to 
hospitals  and  medical  care.  The  copy 
of  the  amendment  which  is  on  my  desk 
does  not  show  that  hospitals  and  med¬ 
ical  care  are  eliminated  from  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  Ferguson  amendment. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  If  we  examine  the 
bill  and  also  examine  the  amendment,  it 
will  be  found  that  hospitals  and  medical 
care  are  excluded  from  the  Ferguson 
amendment.  There  can  be  no  doubt 
about  it.  The  Cordon  amendment  ex¬ 
cluded  them,  and  the  Ferguson  amend- 
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ment  only  extends  the  Cordon  amend¬ 
ment  from  5  percent  to  10  percent;  so 
that  they  are  excluded,  as  the  Senator 
from  New  York  has  now  indicated  that 
he  relieves  them  to  be.  There  is  no 
doubt  about  the  fact  that  they  are  ex¬ 
cluded.  They  are  excluded  because  my 
amendment  takes  effect  only  wherever 
amounts  for  personal  services  are  speci¬ 
fied  in  the  bill,  and  the  bill  does  not 
specify  any  amounts  for  personal  serv¬ 
ices  in  the  item  for  hospitals  and  medical 
care. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Michigan.  With  the  explicit 
understanding  that  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  does  not  ap¬ 
ply  to  hospitals  and  medical  care,  which 
is  by  far  the  largest  item  in  this  list  cov¬ 
ered  by  the  Lehman  amendment,  and 
which  is  in  the  sum  of  $30,200,000,  and 
because  of  the  fact  that  the  committee 
report,  even  with  the  application  of  the 
Cordon  amendment,  shows  an  increase 
over  the  House  bill  of  about  $1,000,000 
in  the  other  six  items,  I  expect  to  oppose 
the  Lehman  amendment  and  to  support 
the  Ferguson  amendment. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  am  glad  the  Sen¬ 
ator  raised  that  point  on  the  floor. 

Several  Senators.  Vote!  Vote! 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  In  order  to  have  the 
correct  figure  in  the  Record,  the  increase 
made  by  the  committee  over  the  House 
figures  is  $1,096,379. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
proposed  by  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Lehman]  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Michigan.  On  this 
question  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
appreciate  that  the  Senate  is  anxious  to 
vote  and  to  make  progress  in  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  this  bill.  I  shall  not  take 
very  much  time,  but,  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  I  am  a  member  of  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee,  and  further  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  I  intend  to  support  the 
Ferguson  amendment,  I  feel  that  I 
should  make  some  statement  or  com¬ 
ment  regarding  my  position. 

First,  I  wish  to  associate  myself  with 
the  remarks  made  last  Friday  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  [Mr.  McKellar].  I 
echo  those  sentiments,  and  especially  do 
I  want  to  join  in  the  sentiments  he  ex¬ 
pressed  regarding  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  [Mr.  Chavez]  who  re¬ 
ported  this  bill.  I  also  wish  to  commend 
the  chairman  and  the  members  of  the 
subcommittee  for  having  done  an  un¬ 
precedented  thing,  so  far  as  I  know,  and 
for  the  time  I  have  been  in  the  Senate; 
that  is,  the  Senate  committee  reduced 
the  appropriations  as  passed  by  the 
House  of  Representatives.  The  chair¬ 
man  and  each  member  of  that  subcom¬ 
mittee  are  to  be  commended.  They 
have  certainly  taken  a  step  in  the  right 
direction,  and  it  is  a  long  step.  The  only 
thing  we  are  now  undertaking  to  do  is  to 
examine  that  step  and  to  measure  it 
against  conditions  we  face  today,  with 
the  idea  that  we  may  be  able  to  stretch 
it  a'  little  further  in  the  direction  of 
preserving  the  solvency  of  this  Nation. 


Mr.  President,  notwithstanding  the 
reduction  of  more  than  $200,000,000 
which  has  been  made  in  this  bill  in  the 
budget  estimates  and  the  reduction  of 
more  than  $100,000,000  in  the  figures  of 
the  House  bill,  I  wish  to  call  attention 
to  the  facts  with  reference  to  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Public  Health  Service. 
Last  year,  in  fiscal  1951,  it  had  total 
appropriations  of  $274, 000,000-plus. 
The  bill  as  reported  by  the  subcommit¬ 
tee — and  I  think  possibly  as  reported  by 
the  full  committee  has  made  a  slight  re¬ 
duction — but,  as  reported  by  the  sub¬ 
committee,  this  bill  provided  $361,000,- 
000-plus  for  these  services  for  fiscal  1952. 
In  other  words,  even  in  the  stress  of  our 
economic  situation  and  in  our  desire  to 
reduce  over-all  expenditures  to  the  mini¬ 
mum,  there  is  an  increase  in  this  bill  for 
the  Public  Health  Service  of  32  y2  per¬ 
cent  over  and  above  1951  appropriations. 
I  mention  that  merely  to  show  that  we 
are  not  here  trying  to  cripple  an  essential 
service  of  the  Government,  and  that  it 
is  being  supported  up  to  the  standard  to 
which  it  is  accustomed.  We  are  even 
making  appropriations  beyond  that. 
By  this  amendment  we  are  merely 
undertaking  to  reduce  personnel,  and 
thus  to  effectuate  such  savings  as  will  be 
brought  about  as  the  result  of  this  reduc¬ 
tion  in  personnel. 

Mr.  McXELLAR  and  Mr.  CHAVEZ 
addressed  the  Chair. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  yield;  and  if  so, 
to  whom? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield  first  to  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  ask  the  Senator  a  question. 
While  the  committee  reduced  the  bill 
below  the  budget  estimates,  is  it  not  true 
that  it  is  above  the  appropriations  of  last 
year  by  $91,146,767?  What  I  complain 
of  is  that  we  are  not  at  all  reducing  the 
appropriation  in  this  bill  below  last  year’s 
appropriation,  but  are  increasing  it  by 
$91,146,767.  Is  not  that  true? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  The  able  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  is  correct  as  to 
the  figures  he  has  quoted. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  There  was  a  sound 
reason  for  that,  at  least,  so  far  as  the 
subcommittee  and  the  full  committee 
were  concerned.  If  the  Senator  will  turn 
to  page  3  of  the  report,  he  will  note  that 
the  report  calls  attention  to  that  in¬ 
crease,  $91,146,767.  It  is  a  substantial 
increase  over  the  1951  appropriation,  and 
it  results  from  what?  Partially  from 
the  abandonment  of  making  contracts. 
Heretofore,  when  we  did  not  appropriate 
the  money,  we  did  authorize  agencies  to 
enter  into  contracts.  The  committee  de¬ 
cided  that  that  was  not  a  sound  way  to 
operate  the  Government.  Instead  of 
giving  them  contract  authority  to  enter 
into  contractual  obligations  of  $200,- 
000,000,  we  increased  the  appropriation 
by  $91,000,000,  in  round  figures. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  think  that  is  ab¬ 
solutely  correct,  Mr.  President.  There  ia 
no  criticism  on  my  part  as  to  the  amount 
of  the  appropriation.  I  simply  made 
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these  comparisons  to  illustrate  and  to 
point  out  that  we  are  not  trying  to  crip¬ 
ple  these  services.  We  are  trying  to 
carry  them  on  as  essential  services  and 
to  provide  for  them  on  the  same  basis 
and  on  the  same  standard  on  which  they 
have  been  operating  in  the  past.  With¬ 
out  trying  to  cripple  the  services,  can  we 
not  make  a  reduction  in  personnel  to  the 
extent  of  10  percent?  That  is  all  we  are 
trying  to  do.  That  means  that  from  a 
practical  standpoint  9  employees,  in  this 
period  of  crisis,  undertake  to  do  what  10 
employees  did  heretofore.  It  does  not 
work  out  on  exactly  that  basis,  of  course, 
but  substantially,  in  the  over-all  picture, 
that  will  be  the  effect  of  it. 

As  I  said  yesterday,  Mr.  President,  and 
I  am  very  sincere  about  this,  when  we 
are  calling  upon  the  young  manhood  of 
our  Nation  to  make  sacrifices  for  our 
freedom  and  for  the  defense  of  our  coun¬ 
try,  is  it  asking  too  much  in  this  time  of 
economic  crisis  as  well  as  of  other  crises 
in  our  Government,  for  ourselves  and 
for  other  employees  of  the  Government, 
whether  in  the  legislative  branch  or  the 
executive  branch,  to  work  a  little  harder 
and  a  little  longer  to  get  the  job  done 
as  our  contribution  and  sacrifice  in  the 
great  effort  we  are  making  to  defend 
the  free  world?  I  do  not  think  so. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  has  stated  the  issue  correctly. 
The  committee,  through  the  Cordon 
amendment,  recommended  to  this  body 
that  personnel  be  cut  by  5  percent.  Un¬ 
der  the  Ferguson  amendment,  it  would 
be  decreased  10  percent.  So  the  issue  is 
a  simple  one.  The  subcommittee  and 
the  committee,  in  recommending  a  cut 
of  5  percent,  thought  that  that  was  prop¬ 
er  and  would  be  as  far  as  we  could  go 
without  crippling  some  essential  func¬ 
tions  of  government.  But  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico,  in  handling  the  bill 
and  in  announcing  the  issues,  would 
be  willing  to  vote  now.  If  the  Senate 
thinks  we  have  not  done  enough,  let  us 
go  to  10  percent.  But  let  us  vote. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  willing  to 
hasten  the  vote,  but  I  did  want  to  state 
my  position. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  Senator  from 
Michigan  thinks  that  one  thing  should 
be  made  clear,  and  that  is  that  this  is 
only  a  10-percent  reduction  from  the 
budget  figure  for  1952.  That  figure  adds 
many  employees  who  were  not  on  the 
rolls  this  last  year.  This  particular  bill 
is  tied  to  budget  requests  for  an  average 
employment  of  48,964  persons. 

In  all  the  categories  covered  by  the 
bill  there  have  been  added  about  450 
jobs  a  month  in  the  past  year,  and  the 
increase  will  continue  in  the  next  year. 
So  that  a  cut  of  10  percent  will  really 
leave  them  with  about  what  they  have 
this  year,  but  will  not  add  what  the 
budget  proposes  for  next  year. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  It  will  operate  in 
just  about  that  manner.  At  least,  1  out 
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of  every  10  persons  will  not  be  dismissed 
from  the  service.  It  simply  means  1  out 
of  10  less  than  what  has  been  requested 
for  next  year’s  operation,  for  which 
there  was  anticipated  an  increase  in  pei  - 
sonnel.  That  is  all  we  are  doing. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  if 
we  are  sincere  when  we  talk  economy, 
if  we  mean  to  do  anything  about  it,  we 
should  start  with  this  first  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  and  lay  a  pattern  and  set  an 
example,  fix  our  goal,  drive  to  it,  and  go 
through  with  it.  We  talk  a  great  deal 
about  economy.  I  talk  a  great  deal  about 
it  in  public  addresses  and  in  private  con¬ 
versations  with  my  constituents.  We  are 
always  talking  economy.  We  make 
speeches  about  it,  and  then  we  say, 
“But—.” 

Mr.  President,  the  time  has  come  to 
eliminate  the  ‘"but”  and  to  do  the  job  of 
reducing  expenditures.  I  am  willing  to 
bear  my  share  of  it.  I  am  quite  con¬ 
scious  of  the  fact  that  reducing  expendi¬ 
tures  and  practicing  economy  are  not  al¬ 
ways  popular  politically;  certainly  not, 
with  some  groups.  But,  Mr.  President, 
it  has  now  become  the  solemn  duty  of 
the  Congress,  under  its  obligation  to  this 
Nation  and  to  its  people,  to  those  who 
are  making  the  sacrifices  of  life  and 
blood  in  the  defense  of  freedom,  for  us 
to  do  a  job  on  the  home  front  toward 
preserving  the  solvency  of  the  Nation 
which  our  Armed  Forces  fight  to  defend. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  said  yesterday,  as 
I  vote  for  this  amendment,  I  expect  to 
vote  for  provisions  in  the  legislative  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  which  will  have  substan¬ 
tially  the  same  effect,  because  I  believe 
we  should  make  sacrifices  in  this  body 
just  as  we  call  upon  the  executive  branch 
to  make  sacrifices. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  th?  Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr  HOLLAND.  I  should  like  to  ad¬ 
dress  a  question  to  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  based  upon  the  fact  that  at 
least  cne,  and  perhaps  other  specific  re¬ 
ductions,  have  already  been  made  by  the 
adoption  of  amendments  addressed  to 
special  parts  of  the  bill.  I  refer  particu¬ 
larly  to  the  reduction  made  by  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Illinois  on  last  Fri¬ 
day.  It  is  the  understanding  of  the 
Senator  from  Florida  that  notwith¬ 
standing  the  application  of  such  specific 
reductions,  either  made  heretofore,  by 
actic  n  of  the  Senate,  or  to  be  made  here¬ 
after,  the  meaning  of  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Michigan  is 
such  that  it  of  itself,  in  conjunction  with 
the  so-called  Cordon  amendment  writ¬ 
ten  into  the  bill  by  the  committee,  will 
not  operate  to  reduce  more  than  10  per¬ 
cent  the  appropriation  or  that  portion 
thereof  which  is  designed  to  pay  the  sal¬ 
aries  of  personnel.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  It  cannot  exceed 
10  percent.  In  fact,  it  will  amount  to 
less  than  that.  Bear  in  mind  that  the 
percentage  of  decrease  is  geared  to  the 
budget  and  not  -to  appropriations. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  question  as  to 
which  I  wanted  to  be  sure  my  under¬ 
standing  is  correct  is  this:  Notwith¬ 


standing  the  adoption  of  specific  amend¬ 
ments,  the  meaning  of  the  Ferguson 
amendment  by  itself,  when  added  to  the 
effect  of  the  Cordon  amendment,  is  that 
it  can  never  operate  to  reduce  more  than 
10  percent  the  appropriations  for  sala¬ 
ries  of  personnel. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  It  cannot  possibly 
operate  to  exceed  that. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 

Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HILL.  The  distinguished  Senator 
frcm  Michigan  [Mr.  Ferguson]  quoted 
some  figures  a  few  minutes  ago  relative 
to  the  increase  in  personnel  as  provided 
in  the  bill.  On  pages  805  and  806  of  the 
Senate  subcommittee  hearings  there  ap¬ 
pears  a  compilation  of  personnel.  The 
compilation  does  not  include  personnel 
employed  with  reference  to  certain  trust 
funds.  The  reason  those  trust  funds  are 
not  included  is  because  the  personnel 
employed  for  the  administration  of  the 
trust  funds  is  not  paid  by  the  taxpayers. 
That  personnel  is  paid  by  the  trust  fund 
itself,  from  special  taxes  on  the  employer 
and  the  employees.  There  has  been  an 
increase  in  these  employees  for  the  trust 
funds  because  of  the  amendments 
adopted  some  months  ago  to  the  Social 
Security  Act.  But  the  pay  of  such  em¬ 
ployees  does  not  in  any  way  constitute  a 
burden  upon  the  general  taxpayers  of 
the  United  States. 

According  to  the  table,  if  we  pass  this 
bill  without  the  Cordon  amendment, 
which  proposes  a  5 -percent  reduction  in 
appropriations  for  personnel,  there 
would  be  an  increase  of  only  136  em¬ 
ployees.  But  the  Senate  has  already 
agreed  to  the  Cordon  amendment  re¬ 
ducing  by  5  percent  the  appropriations 
personnel,  so,  of  course,  it  will  follow 
logically  that  we  have  already  acted  to 
decrease  personnel  this  year  as  compared 
to  the  number  of  personnel  last  year. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  give  some  figures  and  to  indi¬ 
cate  just  what  will  be  the  final  result 
if  this  formula  of  cutting  these  appro¬ 
priations  is  applied.  It  is  anticipated 
by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  the 
funds  it  has  requested  for  all  depart¬ 
ments  will  provide  for  2,600,000  to  2,700,- 
000  employees  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  during  the  next  fiscal  year.  The 
total  amount  requested  in  the  budget  for 
all  personal  services — salaries — of  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Government  is  $16,865,- 
000,000. 

Assuming  the  formula  provided  by  the 
Ferguson  amendment  is  applied  to  all 
appropriation  bills  as  affecting  person¬ 
nel,  and  assuming  that  it  will  operate  to 
limit  personnel  to  90  percent,  and  not 
above  that,  we  will  actually  effectuate 
savings  under  the  budget  of  only  $1,666,- 
500,000.  That  is  all  we  are  going  to  save, 
even  if  the  formula  carried  all  the  way 
through  all  the  appropriations.  That  is 
the  maximum  that  can  be  saved  by  this 
amendment.  But,  Mr.  President,  with  a 
$71,000,000,000  budget,  and  that  con¬ 
stantly  increasing — there  is  no  doubt 
about  the  fact  that  supplemental  re¬ 
quests  will  be  coming  to  Congress — if  we 
are  going  to  reduce  domestic  expendi¬ 
tures  in  any  substantial  amount  we  will 
have  to-  employ  some  process  such  as 
this  to  do  it.  Even  after  making  this 


reduction,  if  we  reach  a  cut  in  the  budget 
of  some  four  or  five  or  six  or  seven  bil¬ 
lion  dollars,  as  some  of  us  had  hoped  we 
might  by  practicing  economy,  we  have 
still  got  to  go  much  further  than  this 
in  reducing  individual  items  of  appro¬ 
priation.  That,  Mr.  President,  is  the 
task  that  confronts  us. 

I  will  say  in  conclusion  that  I  have 
stated  in  public  addresses  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  in  this  period,  when  it 
is  demanding  sacrifices  by  its  citizens, 
should  be  willing  to  set  the  same  stand¬ 
ard  of  sacrifices  in  Government  spend¬ 
ing  that  it  calls  on  the  citizens  to  make 
in  their  standard  of  living.  We  can 
economize  if  we  will.  If,  however,  we 
are  unwilling  to  economize  in  Govern¬ 
ment,  I  doubt  that  we  have  a  moral  right 
to  take  more  of  the  people’s  earnings 
away  from  them  in  taxation  to  support 
an  extravagant  government. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  vote  for  econ¬ 
omy. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Lehman] 
to  the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Ferguson],  for  himself 
and  other  Senators. 

(Mr.  Lehman’s  amendment  is  as  fol¬ 
lows:) 

At  the  end  of  the  amendment,  change  the 
period  to  a  colon  and  add  the  following  lan¬ 
guage  :  “Provided,  That  this  section  shall  not 
apply  to  appropriations  of  the  Public  Health 
Service  for  hospitals  and  medical  care,  for¬ 
eign  quarantine  service.  National  Institutes 
of  Health,  National  Cancer  Institute,  mental 
health  activities,  National  Heart  Institute, 
and  dental  health  activities.” 

The  VICE.  PRESIDENT.  The  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the 
Secretary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson]  ,  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Connally],  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  Hunt],  and  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  O’Conor]  are  ab¬ 
sent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  frcm  Montana  [Mr.  Mur¬ 
ray]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  on 
official  business,  having  been  appointed 
a  representative  of  our  Government  to 
attend  the  International  Labor  Confer¬ 
ence  being  held  in  Geneva,  Switzerland. 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Cape- 
hart],  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico  would  vote  “yea,” 
and  the  Senator  from  Indiana  would 
vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with 
the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  KemL 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the 
Senator  froin  Missouri  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Hunt]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  O’Conor]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  would  vote 
“nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mur¬ 
ray]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with  the 
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Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Mar¬ 
tin],  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Montana  would  vote  “yea,” 
and  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Capehart]  who  is  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson].  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
would  vote  “nay,”  and  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Case]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Duff]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Kem] 
who  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  is 
paired  with  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  Humphrey].  If  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Missouri  would 
vote  “nay,”  and  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Lodge]  who  is  necessarily  absent  is 
paired  with  the  Senator  from  Califor¬ 
nia  [Mr.  Nixon]  who  is  detained  on  of¬ 
ficial  business.  If  present  and  voting, 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  would 
vote  "yea,”  and  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Martin]  who  is  absent  because  of  ill¬ 
ness  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
Montana  [Mr.  Murray].  If  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
would  vote  “nay,”  and  the  Senator  from 
Montana  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Mil- 
likin]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Tobey]  who  is  absent  on  official 
business  of  the  Committee  on  Crime  In¬ 
vestigation  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  "Mr.  Wiley]  who  is  ab¬ 
sent  on  official  business.  If  present  and 
voting  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator  from 
from  Wisconsin  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  38, 
nays  42,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 38 


Aiken 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Moody 

Benton 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Morse 

Chavez 

Kefauver 

Neely 

Clements 

Kerr 

O'Mahoney 

Eastland 

Kilgore 

Pastore 

Ellender 

Langer 

Bussell 

Gillette 

Lehman 

Saltonstall 

Green 

Long 

Smathers 

Hayden 

Magnuson 

Sparkman 

Hennings 

Maybank 

Stennis 

Hill 

McFarland 

Thye 

Ives 

McMahon 

Underwood 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Monroney 

NAYS— 42 

Bennett 

Ferguson 

McClellan 

Brewster 

Flanders 

McKellar 

Bricker 

Frear 

Mundt 

Bridges 

Fuibright 

Robertson 

Butler,  Md. 

George 

Schoeppel 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Hendrickson 

Smith,  Maine 

Byrd 

Hickenlooper 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Cain 

Hoey 

Smith,  N.  C. 

Carlson 

Holland 

Taft 

Cordon 

Jenner 

Watkins 

Dirksen 

Knowland 

Welker 

Douglas 

Malone 

Wherry 

Dworshak 

McCarran 

Williams 

Ecton 

McCarthy 

Young 

NOT  VOTING— 16 

Anderson 

Hunt 

Nixon 

Capehart 

Kem 

O’Conor 

Case 

Lodge 

Tobey 

Connally 

Martin 

Wiley 

Duff 

Millikin 

Humphrey 

Murray 

So.  Mr.  Lehman’s  amendment  to  Mr. 
Ferguson’s  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  to  the  desk  my  amendment  desig¬ 
nated  “6-11-51-A”  and  ask  that  it  be 
read.  I  offer  the  amendment,  and  I  wish 
to  make  a  comment  upon  it. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  will  be  stated. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  will  state  it. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Is  there  not  an 
amendment  now  pending? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Michigan  is 
pending. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  understood  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  to  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  VICE  -  PRESIDENT.  It  is  an 
amendment  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Michigan,  which  is  in  or¬ 
der.  - 

The  amendment  to  the  amendment 
will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  In  the 
amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Ferguson  for 
himself  and  other  Senators  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  on  line  8,  to  strike  out  the  period, 
and  insert  a  colon  and  the  following 
proviso:  “ Provided ,  That  such  reduc¬ 
tions  shall  not  apply  to  the  Bureau  of 
Apprenticeship,  the  Bureau  of  Employ¬ 
ment  Security,  the  Revision  of  the  Con¬ 
sumers’  Price  Index,  the  Public  Health 
Service  amounts  for  assistance  to  States, 
General  and  Hospital  Construction 
Services,  and  the  Bureau  of  Public  As¬ 
sistance.” 

On  page  4,  line  5,  strike  out  “$2,578,- 
682”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$2,423,- 
000.” 

On  page  4,  line  6,  strike  out  “$2,153,- 
049”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$2,039,- 
731.” 

On  page  4,  line  20,  strike  out  “$5,245,- 
959”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$4,635,- 
500.” 

On  page  4,  lines  20  and  21,  strike  out 
‘‘$1,513,765”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“$743,500.” 

On  page  4,  line  23,  strike  out  “$4,351,- 
773”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$4,122,- 
733.” 

On  page  9,  line  16,  strike  out  “$1,125,- 
000”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$1,000,- 
000”,  and  strike  out  “$991,323”  and  in¬ 
sert-in  lieu  thereof  “$939,148.” 

On  page  21,  line  2,  strike  out  “$15,960,- 
000”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$15,000,- 
000.” 

On  page  21,  line  3,  strike  out  “$1,900,- 
944”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$1,800,- 
895.” 

On  page  23,  line  19,  strike  out  “$1,166,- 
465”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$1,100,- 
000”,  and  strike  out  “$1,017,165”  and  in¬ 
sert  in  lieu  thereof  “$963,630.” 

On  page  31,  line  5,  strike  out  “$1,600,- 
000”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$1,463,- 
400”,  and  strike  out  “$1,455,400”  and  in¬ 
sert  in  lieu  thereof  “$1,378,800.” 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
suggests  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
that  in  his  opinion  the  part  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  amendment  which  is  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Ferguson] 
is  in  order,  and  that  the  part  of  the 


amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  which  amends  the  text  of  the 
bill  itself  and  has  no  relationship  to  the 
Ferguson  amendment  is  not  in  order. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
be  permitted  to  discuss  the  substantive 
matter  of  my  amendment  and  also  com¬ 
ment  on  the  ruling  of  the  Chair? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Illinois  is  recognized. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  should  like  to  pro¬ 
ceed. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  should  like  to  have 
the  Chair  interpret  his  ruling  as  to 
which  part  of  the  Senator’s  amendment 
is  in  order  and  which  part  is  not  in  order. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  for  that  pur¬ 
pose. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  distinguished  occupant  of  the  chair 
to  interpret  what  he  has  said.  If  I  un¬ 
derstand  correctly,  the  Chair  has  ruled 
that  the  portion  of  the  amendment  em-  * 
braced  in  lines  1  to  7  on  page  1  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  would  be  in  order.  I  further  un¬ 
derstand  that  lines  8  and  9  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  would  not  be  in  order,  because  those 
lines  are  in  the  nature  of  an  amendment 
to  the  bill. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  That  is  the 
understanding  of  the  Chair. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  believe  it  is  im¬ 
portant  to  bring  out  that  fact.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Illnois. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  cuts  which  I 
propose  are  deeper  than  those  proposed 
by  the  Ferguson  amendment.  My  pur¬ 
pose  is  not  to  exempt  from  cuts  any 
amounts  which  would  be  reduced  by  the 
Ferguson  amendment. 

The  first  paragraph  of  my  amendment 
merely  erempts  certain  items  from  the 
Ferguson  amendment  in  order  that  the 
subsequent  paragraphs  may  cut  more 
deeply  than  the  Ferguson  amendment 
cuts.  Therefore  it  is  a  proposal  not 
to  save  the  budget  from  the  cuts  made 
by  the  Ferguson  amendment,  but  to  save 
more  money  for  the  taxpayers  of  Amer¬ 
ica. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  have  much 
preferred  not  to  have  had  the  Ferguson 
amendment  before  the  Senate  at  this 
time.  I  had  hoped  that  we  would  be  able 
to  proceed  item  by  item.  I  had  hoped 
that  in  some  cases  no  cuts  would  be 
made,  in  other  cases  cuts  much  greater 
than  a  10-percent  reduction  in  personal 
services  could  be  made,  and  that  in  still 
other  cases  cuts  of  less  than  10  percent 
could  be  made.  In  short,  I  had  hoped 
that  we  could  proceed  item  by  item  and 
use  a  surgeon’s  knife  rather  than  make 
a  uniform  10-percent  reduction  in  per¬ 
sonal  services  across  the  board,  as  would 
be  the  effect  of  the  Ferguson  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  should  like  to  com¬ 
plete  my  statement  before  yielding.  I 
had  hoped,  therefore,  that  we  would  be 
able  to  submit  amendments  item  by  item. 
However,  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
was  recognized,  and  the  parliamentary 
situation  is  that  his  amendment  is  now 
being  considered  by  the  Senate.  I  shall 
.vote  for  it.  It  is  a  poor  way  of  doing  a 
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necessary  job.  I  shall  vote  for  it  re¬ 
luctantly.  I  can  understand  the  motives 
of  Senators  who  will  vote  against  it. 

Prom  a  parliamentary  point  of  view 
we  seem  to  be  estopped  at  the  moment 
from  offering  amendments  which  would 
provide  for  cuts  being  made  on  the  items 
affected  by  the  Ferguson  amendment, 
and  the  Ferguson  amendment  affects 
virtually  every  item  which  contains  any 
amount  for  salaries.  Under  the  ruling 
Of  the  Chair,  if  it  is  upheld,  we  are  es¬ 
topped  from  offering  additional  amend¬ 
ments  to  such  items  while  the  Ferguson 
amendment  is  pending.  Then,  once  the 
Ferguson  amendment  is  agreed  to,  the 
Senate  Parliamentarian  tells  me  that 
the  parliamentary  situation  would  be 
such  that  further  reductions  could  not 
be  made  on  items  affected  by  the  Fer¬ 
guson  amendment,  which  include  practi¬ 
cally  every  item  containing  funds  for 
salaries.  Therefore  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  if,  in  the 
first  place,  he  will  accept  the  additional 
'  reductions  which  I  am  proposing.  If 
he  will,  I  shall  ask  that  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  be  given  to  him  to  incorporate  such 
further  reductions  in  his  amendment. 

I  may  say  that  the  additional  reduc¬ 
tions  which  I  am  proposing  total  ap¬ 
proximately  $1,420,000,  and  cover  items 
which  would  have  been  otherwise  cov¬ 
ered  in  my  amendments  lettered  “C,” 
“E>,”  “F,”  “L,”  “N,”  and  “R.”  In  the 
Bureau  of  Apprenticeship  I  am  propos¬ 
ing  an  additional  cut  of  $32,364.  In  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security  I  am 
proposing  an  additional  cut  of  $381,419, 
The  reason  for  the  added  cut  in  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Employment  Security  is  a  reduc¬ 
tion  in  the  veterans’  reemployment  serv¬ 
ices.  The  war  has  been  over  for  al¬ 
most  6  years.  During  the  intervening 
6  years  the  emergency  problem  of  vet¬ 
erans  in  obtaining  reemployment  would 
seem  to  have  been  taken  care  of.  By 
this  time  they  should  have  been  assimi¬ 
lated  in  the  civilian  population,  and 
should  be  more  or  less  taken  care  of  as 
other  persons  are,  without  greatly  added 
special  privileges. 

I  am  not  proposing  to  sweep  away  en¬ 
tirely  the  veterans’  reemployment  pro¬ 
gram.  I  am  proposing,  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  certainly  the  acuteness  of  their 
reemployment  problem  has  been  dimin¬ 
ished,  that  we  make  an  additional  cut  of 
approximately  $380,000  in  the  service.  It 
would  seem  particularly  desirable  to  do 
so  in  view  of  the  fact  that  we  now  have 
relatively  full  employment  and  unem¬ 
ployment  has  fallen  off,  I  believe,  to  an 
extremely  low  figure  of  about  1,600,000. 

Mr.  KILGORE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  gladly  yield. 

Mr.  KILGORE.  I  may  say  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Illinois  that 
the  first  paragraph  of  his  amendment, 
which  I  would  be  inclined  to  support 
very  strongly,  puts  those  of  us  who 
would  like  to  support  the  amendment  in 
a  very  dangerouk  Situation  because  of 
what  is  contained  in  the  other  portion 
of  the  amendment.  It  is  somewhat  like 
teaming  a  sheep  with  a  goat.  There  are 
perhaps  many  Senators  who  would  like 
to  support  the  first  paragraph  of  the 
amendment.  I  know  that  I  personally 


would  be  glad  to  support  it.  I  ask  if  the 
Senator  would  consent  to  divide  the 
amendment  into  two  parts  so  that  we 
could  vote  on  it  separately.  In  that  case 
it  would  be  a  very  simple  matter  for 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  to  know 
exectly  how  he  should  vote.  The  first 
paragraph  of  the  Senator’s  amendment 
is  highly  meritorious.  However,  I  can¬ 
not  accept  the  whole  amendment. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  very  much  to  oblige  my  good 
friend  from  West  Virginia,  but  I  cannot 
do  what  he  suggests.  Were  I  to  do  so  I 
would  exempt  the  six  items  from  any 
cuts  whatever.  They  would  be  exempt 
not  only  from  the  added  cuts  which  I 
propose  to  make,  but  also  from  the  cuts 
proposed  by  the  Ferguson  amendment. 
I  made  the  exemptions  in  the  first  par¬ 
agraph  only  to  be  able  to  clear  the  way 
for  greater  cuts  contained  in  the  subse¬ 
quent  paragraphs. 

If  it  is  the  ruling  of  the  Chair  that  the 
latter  sections.of  the  amendment  are  not 
in  order,  I  shall  appeal  to  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  and  to  the  other  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  body,  under  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  procedure  to  incorporate  the  cuts 
into  the  Ferguson  amendment. 

If  I  may  continue,  I  propose  to  cut 
the  revision  of  the  Consumers’  Price  In¬ 
dex  by  another  $72,825,  down  to  a  total 
of  $1,000,000.  Before  I  came  to  this 
body  I  believe  I  was  the  largest  private 
consumer  of  statistics  of  the  Department 
of  Labor.  I  have  a  very  high  opinion  of 
the  excellence  of  their  work.  Neverthe¬ 
less,  there  is  waste  in  the  Bureau  of  La¬ 
bor  Statistics,  as  there  is  in  other  bu¬ 
reaus.  A  subcommittee  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice,  under  the  able  chairmanship  of  Rep¬ 
resentative  Williams  of  Mississippi,  sub¬ 
mitted  a  very  caustic  report  on  waste  in 
the  compilation  of  the  Consumers’  Price 
Index. 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  Would  not  the  ap¬ 
propriation  for  the  revision  of  the  Con¬ 
sumers’  Price  Index  be  a  one-time  appro¬ 
priation?  Am  I  wrong  in  understanding 
that  it  would  not  be  a  continuing  appro¬ 
priation,  but  would  be  the  last  appropri¬ 
ation  to  be  made? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  believe  this  is  sup¬ 
posed  to  be  the  last  one. 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  It  is  a  question  of 
revising  the  Consumer  Price  Index;  and 
when  it  is  revised,  that  appropriation 
will  not  again  be  required.  Am  I  cor¬ 
rect  in  that  understanding? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  correct.  The 
appropriation  of  an  added  $1,000,000  will 
give  the  Bureau  a  total  of  $4,000,000 
which  it  can  use  for  the  index. 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  Is  the  Senator  from 
Illinois,  who  says  he  is  the  largest  con¬ 
sumer — 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  said  I  am  the  largest 
private  consumer  of  these  statistics. 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  Yes,  I  understand 
him  to  say  that  he  is  the  largest  private 
consumer  of  the  work  of  the  Consumers’ 
Price  Index.  Is  he  sure  that  with  the 
elimination  of  $250,000,000,  the  price  in¬ 
dex  can  be  completed  this  year? 
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Mr.  DOUGLAS.  No  one  can  be  cer¬ 
tain  of  that.  I  simply  wish  to  point 
out  that  a  subcommittee  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  has  said  that  the  compilation  of 
this  index  has  been  accompanied  by 
excessive  waste,  that  a  large  staff  was 
assembled  in  the  Washington  office  be¬ 
fore  any  results  began  to  flow  in  from 
the  field,  and  that  many  complaints 
went  to  Representative  Williams  and  his 
colleagues  in  regard  to  large  numbers 
of  clerks  in  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statis¬ 
tics  who  were  idle,  who  were  doing  no 
work  whatsoever. 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  It  is  known  that  at 
the  present  time,  when  the  bureau  is  in 
the  process  of  finishing  its  work  on  this 
project,  that  condition  still  exists? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  No,  that  is  not 
known.  That  condition  existed  as  of 
December  5  of  last  year,  however. 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  It  seems  to  me  that 
in  view  of  the  use  which  is  made  of  these 
statistics,  particularly  by  management 
and  labor,  it  is  of  extreme  importance 
that  we  be  sure  that  the  work  on  the 
index  will  be  finished  during  the  coming 
fiscal  year. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  hope  it  will  be,  but 
I  think  a  great  deal  can  be  done  with  a 
million  dollars.  It  seems  to  me  that 
amount  is  sufficient,  and  that  there 
is  no  justification  for  assuming  that  this 
agency  requires  an  additional  quarter- 
million  or  an  additional  eighth -million 
dollars. 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  agree  with  me  that  it  is 
important  that  the  index  be  completed 
this  year? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes,  particularly  in 
connection  with  price  adjustments  and 
wage  adjustments,  in  order  that  we  may 
know  how  much  prices  have  increased. 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  If  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics  is  able  to  show  due  dili¬ 
gence  and  proper  efficiency  in  the  com¬ 
pletion  of  its  statistical  work,  but  also 
is  able  to  show  that  it  is  unable  to  finish 
the  work,  would  not  it  be  in  order  for 
the  Bureau  to  present  evidence  to  that 
effect  to  the  Appropriations  Committee 
and  to  request  another  appropriation? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Bureau  could 
always  request  a  deficiency  appropria¬ 
tion;  but  this  amendment  would  put  the 
Bureau  on  its  guard,  in  a  sense,  for  by 
means  of  this  amendment  we  would  be 
notifying  that  agency  that  in  view  of  the 
report  of  Representative  Williams  and 
his  subcommittee — and  I  do  not  know 
that  the  accuracy  of  his  report  has  been 
challenged — we  are  reluctant  to  entrust 
the  Bureau  with  the  full  amount  of 
money  requested. 

I  read  now  from  the  report  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  headed  by  Representative 
Williams  : 

The  subcommittee  finds  that  a  substantial 
part  of  the  $1,000,000  initially  appropriated 
for  the  revision  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index 
by  this  Division  was  dissipated  through  gross 
overstaffing,  inferior  planning,  untrained  su¬ 
pervision,  and  improvident  administration. 

The  subcommittee  believes  that  the  super¬ 
vision  prevalent  in  this  Division  has  been 
inept,  poorly  qualified,  and  without  the 
proper  concept  of  the  taxpayers’  interest  in 
the  responsibility  it  has  assumed. 
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That  is  House  Report  No.  2457,  pai't 
II,  Eighty-first  Congress,  second  session, 
page  55. 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  I  may  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  that  I  merely  wish 
to  make  sure  that  he  agrees  with  me  in 
my  belief  that  this  index  must  be  com¬ 
pleted  this  year.  I  agree  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  in  hoping  that  the  action  which  he 
proposes  will  encourage  the  Bureau  to 
exercise  due  diligence  and  efficiency. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  very  much. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Hoey  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Will  not  the  re¬ 
duction  the  Senator  from  Illinois  pro¬ 
poses — namely,  a  reduction  of  virtually 
20  percent  in  the  budget  estimate  for 
the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics — tend  to 
eliminate  the  use  of  figures  relative  to 
the  small  towns  and  medium-size  towns 
in  the  preparation  of  the  cost-of-living 
index,  on  which  so  much  depends  in 
connection  with  wage  control,  price  con¬ 
trol,  and  so  forth? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  do  not  think  it 
would.  I  believe  it  should  lead  to 
greater  efficiency  in  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics.  This  Bureau  happens  to  be 
my  pet  bureau;  but  I  have  read  from 
the  Williams  report — and  it  is  not 
challenged — and  I  must  say  that  it  indi¬ 
cates  to  me  that  the  Bureau  could  im¬ 
prove  in  efficiency  and  could  save  money. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  agree  with  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  that  we  can  no 
longer  tolerate  waste,  for  we  cannot  af¬ 
ford  it,  and  we  should  not  counte¬ 
nance  it. 

However,  I  wonder  whether  a  20 -per¬ 
cent  cut  should  be  made  in  the  budget 
estimate  for  this  Bureau.  By  making  a 
10-percent  cut  we  could  at  least  get  rid 
of  the  fat,  of  the  excess  staff.  Such  a 
cut,  if  made,  would  permit  the  work  to 
go  on  in  a  proper  way  year  after  year, 
and  that  is  most  necessary  if  we  are  to 
have  a  proper  picture  of  the  economic 
condition  and  if  we  are  to  be  able  to  uti¬ 
lize  the  basic  economic  indices,  which 
I  think  our  country  uses  more  than  does 
any  other  country. 

Therefore,  I  hate  to  see  the  figures  for 
vthe  small  towns  and  the  middle-size 
towns  dropped  from  the  price  index. 
My  understanding  is  that  figures  for 
only  two  towns  between  the  Mississippi 
River  and  the  California  coast  line  will 
be  used  in  any  way  in  connection  with 
the  new  index  if  this  cut  is  made. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  What  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  has  just  said  indicates 
the  position  into  which  the  administra¬ 
tors  always  attempt  to  put  Congress. 
When  we  propose  a  cut,  the  administra¬ 
tors  say,  “It  will  mean  a  reduction  of 
the  service.”  They  never  admit  the 
possibility  of  a  reduction  in  waste  and  an 
increase  in  efficiency. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
compliment  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
on  his  efforts,  in  connection  with  this 
measure,  to  make  every  possible  saving 


which  can  be  made  and  to  eliminate  in¬ 
efficiency,  but  I  wonder  whether  by  this 
means  we  would  do  harm,  which  would 
be  a  great  deal  more  costly,  if  this  index 
were  not  allowed  to  reflect  properly  the 
rises  in  the  cost  of  living  and  other  mat¬ 
ters  which  are  so  valuable  in  connection 
with  the  middle-size  towns  and  the 
States. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me  at  this  point? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Certainly. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  wish  to  call  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
to  page  258  of  the  committee  hearings. 
At  that  point  in  the  hearings  he  will  see 
a  list  of  items  included  in  the  consumer 
price  index,  and  it  will  give  him  a  view 
of  how  the  index  affects  the  entire 
country. 

Although  I  agree  with  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  that  we  should  compli¬ 
ment  the  Senator  from  Illinois  on  his 
efforts  to  eliminate  all  waste,  certainly 
we  cannot  say  that  it  is  proper  economy 
to  do  away  with  the  price  index,  which 
affects  so  any  millions  of  people  in  the 
United  States.  On  page  258  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  hearings  there  are  set  forth  the 
various  items  which  affect  the  everyday 
life  of  the  American  people,  whether  they 
live  in  the  District  of  Columbia  or  else¬ 
where  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Of  course,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  there  are  many  items  which  will 
k-  covered  by  the  Bureau  in  connection 
with  the  work  of  preparing  the  index, 
and  it  will  be  expensive  to  collect  that 
information.  I  am  simply  saying  that 
the  Williams  subcommittee  found  gross 
overstaffing,  inferior  planning,  untrained 
supervision,  and  improvident  adminis¬ 
tration.  It  further  reported  that  the 
efficiency-rating  system  was  misused, 
that  employees  falsified  records  by  sign¬ 
ing  erroneous  work-progress  reports,  that 
employees  were  threatened  with  punish¬ 
ment  when  they  sought  relief  from  those 
conditions,  and  -that  a  substantial  part 
of  the  $1,000,000  originally  appropriated 
for  the  consumers’  price  index  was  dis¬ 
sipated. 

If  those  statements  can  be  believed— 
and  I  have  not  heard  them  challenged — 
then  I  submit  that  on  the  basis  of  the 
record  made  thus  far  we  would  think 
that  some  savings  could  be  made  and 
that  a  cut  of  20  percent  below  the  budget 
estimate  or  approximately  10  percent 
below  the  amount  recommended  by  the 
committee  would  not  be  inappropriate. 

Mr.  MOODY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  MOODY.  Like  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma,  I  should  like  to  commend  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  for  proposing  in 
this  way  to  make  the  reduction  he  rec¬ 
ommends  in  the  amount  of  the  budget 
estimate  for  this  agency.  It  seems  to 
me  that  it  is  about  time  that  some  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  stopped  proceeding  on 
the  idea  that  it  is  possible  to  order 
shrimp  cocktail,  soup,  steak,  salad,  des¬ 
sert,  and  coffee,  so  to  speak,  but  when 
the  check  is  submitted  to  Congress,  hav¬ 
ing  the  proposal  made,  “Let  us  cut  it  10 
percent.”  It  seems  to  me  that  if  we  are 


to  cut  these  items,  we  should  cut  them 
individually,  and  say,  “This  is  where  we 
are  cutting.”  I  commend  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  for  the  way  he  is  going 
about  this  matter,  item  by  item. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Is  it  not  exactly  the 
purpose  of  my  amendment  to  cut  the 
specific  items? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Ferguson  amend¬ 
ment  cuts  each  appropriation  for  per¬ 
sonal  service  by  a  total  of  10  percent. 
The  Cordon  amendment  cuts  each  ap¬ 
propriation  for  personal  service  by  5 
percent.  The  Ferguson  amendment  adds 
5  percent  to  that  reduction.  I  should 
prefer  that  we  operate  item  by  item,  and 
that  in  these  cases  which  I  am  now 
bringing  forward  the  cuts  be  in  excess 
of  10  percent.  There  are  certain  other 
items  as  to  which  my  proposed  cuts  were 
less  than  that,  but  I  am  not  asking  for 
those  at  the  present  time.  But  I  am 
asking  that  at  least  where  the  cuts  are 
in  excess  of  10  percent,  we  adopt  them; 
and  I  hope  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
will  be  willing  to  accept  that  proposal. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
all  the  items  which  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  is  now  urging  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  to  accept  would  be  in  confer¬ 
ence,  since  the  Senator  from  Illinois  is 
cutting  them  below  the  House  figures, 
and  they  will  all,  therefore,  be  in  con¬ 
ference,  notwithstanding  the  10-percent 
cut? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Three  of  these  items 
in  my  amendment  provide  for  amounts 
less  than  the  House  figure,  the  Senate 
committee  recommendation,  and  the 
Ferguson  amendment.  By  accepting 
these,  we*  would  introduce  lower  figures 
in  conference,  but  what  I  hope  we  can 
do  on  the  other  items  in  my  amendment, 
I  hold  to  the  House  figure.  If  they  are 
accepted,  we  would  remove  the  question 
from  conference  by  having  the  Senate 
agree  with  the  lower  House  figures,  so 
that  we  may  get  the  cuts  through  for 
certain,  and  we  shall  not  have  a  possible 
movement  afterward  toward  the  higher 
Ferguson  figures. 

Mr.  MOODY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MOODY.  Does  not  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  agree  that  there  are  certain 
items  in  the  budget  which  can  be  reduced 
more  than  10  percent,  and  that  there 
are  other  items  which  should  not  be  re¬ 
duced  by  that  figure? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  precisely  so. 

Mr.  MOODY.  It  seems  to  me  the 
meat-ax  procedure  of  cutting  all  of  them 
by  an  identical  reduction  across  the 
board,  is  not  the  way  to  do  it.  I  think 
we  should  cut  each  item  as  we  come  to 
it,  as  the  Appropriations  Committee 
endeavored  to  do,  but  go  further  when¬ 
ever  it  can  be  done  in  the  public  interest. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  wish  that  might  be 
the  parliamentary  situation,  but  it  is 
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not;  and  in  view  of  the  fact  that  it  is 
not  the  parliamentary  situation,  I  am 
now  going  forward  with  the  items  cov¬ 
ered  by  my  amendment  as  to  which  the 
cuts  are  greater  than  those  proposed  by 
the  Ferguson  amendment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  think  perhaps  I 
could  set  the  minds  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  and  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
at  rest,  because  there  is  to  be  an  amend¬ 
ment  offered  to  the  Ferguson  amend¬ 
ment,  which  will  increase  the  cut  by  an¬ 
other  5  percent,  so  both  Senators  will 
have  an  opportunity  to  get  the  result 
they  seek. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  think  it  would  be 
going  a  little  bit  too  far,  to  make  a  15 
percent  meat-ax  cut — affecting  all  agen¬ 
cies,  whether  efficient  or  inefficient; 
whether  performing  a  vital  service  or  a 
less-essential  service. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Will  the  Senator 
say  how  far  he  thinks  the  cut  should  go? 
He  has  said  that  10  percent  is  not 
enough,  so  should  we  not  go  to  15? 

Mr.  MOODY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  First  I  should  like  to 
say  that  the  10  percent  cut  is  not  great 
enough  in  some  cases,  but  is  adequate  in 
others.  I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Michigan. 

Mr.  MOODY.  I  should  like  to  say  to 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  that  I  am 
ready  to  endeavor  to  reduce  each  item 
when  it  should  be  reduced,  as  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  is  endeavoring  to  do, 
but  an  additional  meat-ax  cut  is  some¬ 
thing  that  I  think  cannot  be  done  in  an 
intelligent  way.  I  think  we  should  take 
a  stand  on  each  item,  and  decide  which 
items  we  should  increase  and  which  ones 
we  should  reduce. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  point  out  to  the 
Senator  from  Michigan,  if  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  will  permit,  that  the  indi¬ 
vidual  items  can  still  be  amended  and 
cut  even  though  the  Ferguson  amend¬ 
ment  is  adopted.  The  Ferguson  amend¬ 
ment  applies  only  to  personnel,  and  if 
we  are  only  going  to  cut  personnel  by  5 
or  10  percent,  or  15  percent,  it  should  be 
done  across  the  board. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  My  understanding  of 
the  parliamentary  situation  is  that,  if 
the  Ferguson  amendment  is  to  be  adopt¬ 
ed,  further  amendments  on  such  items 
as  grants  for  hospitals,  and  so  forth,  can 
be  proposed;  but  amendments  which  af¬ 
fect  items  for  which  salaries  are  to  be 
expended  will  be  out  of  order.  Thus,  if 
we  adopt  the  Ferguson  amendment,  in 
itself,  we  are  closing  the  way  to  further 
selective  cutting  on  items  involving 
funds  for  salaries.  Let  us  be  clear  re¬ 
garding  that. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  also  proposing  a 
further  reduction  of  approximately 
$360,000  in  assistance  to  the  States  pri¬ 
marily  for  the  collection  of  vital  statis¬ 
tics.  The  collection  of  vital  statistics 


has  served  a  good  purpose  in  the  past 
in  giving  us  a  measuring  rod  of  the 
seriousness  of  the  health  situation  and 
enabling  us  to  measure  progress  from 
time  to  time.  It  has  been  a  very  valua¬ 
ble  stimulus,  and  the  Federal  system  has 
helped  us  to  build  up,  with  the  States 
and  the  counties,  a  very  good  method  of 
recording  death  and  sickness  figures. 
But  today,  in  this  time  of  need  for  econ¬ 
omy,  certainly  it  seems  as  though  we 
could  make  some  reduction  in  the  col¬ 
lection  of  figures.  My  proposal,  there¬ 
fore,  is  that  we  cut  this  item  by  a  fur¬ 
ther  amount  of  $860,000. 

Then  I  am  also  proposing  that  we 
make  a  reduction  of  $12,930  below  the 
Ferguson  figure  on  that  section  within 
the  Public  Health  Service  which  com¬ 
putes  what  the  amounts  are  that  each 
State  may  receive  for  the  construction 
of  hospitals;  namely,  the  item  for  hos¬ 
pital  construction  services. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  very  glad  to 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  know  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  will  agree  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Michigan  that  the  Ferguson 
amendment  will  not  interfere  later  with 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois,  as  it  relates  to  the  items  other 
than  personnel. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes;  but  that  is  what 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  primarily  refers  to.  That  is 
the  very  point. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  correct. 
For  instance,  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
proposes  an  amendment  regarding  the 
promotion  of  vocational  education,  and 
his  proposal  is  not  precluded  by  action 
on  the  Ferguson  amendment. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  will  be  in  order. 
Mr.  FERGUSON.  And  also  grants  for 
hospital  construction. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  will  be  in  order. 
Mr.  FERGUSON.  And  grants  to  States 
in  connection  with  maternal  and  child 
welfare. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Those  will  be  in 
order.  But  the  amendments  directed  to 
Government  bureaus,  any  portion  of 
whose  funds  will  be  spent  for  personnel, 
will  not  be  in  order. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Therefore,  in  order  to 
forestall  these  amendments  being  out  of 
order,  I  now  appeal  to  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  to  make  them  his  children, 
and  then  to  the  Senate  to  give  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  they  be  so  made  a 
part  of  his  amendment. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  answer  that  suggestion  by 
saying  that  while  I  am  in  sympathy  with 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  regarding  his 
proposals,  I  think  it  is  beyond  the  power 
of  the  Senator  from  Michigan  as  a  Mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Senate  to  agree  to  them. 
They  are  unacceptable,  not  through  any 
reluctance  on  my  part  to  accept  them, 
but  because,  under  the  rules  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  they  are  not  in  order. 

In  order  to  make  the  Record  complete 
I  should  like  to  ask  if  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  has  not  drafted  his  amendment 
to  cover  only  these  particular  items  be¬ 
cause,  in  the  case  of  seven  other  amend¬ 


ments  which  he  previously  offered,  Ithe 
Ferguson  amendment  would  cut  deeper 
than  he  proposes  to  cut. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  correct.  I 
am  not  offering  those. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  In  the  case  of  those 
particular  proposals  my  amendment 
would  cut  deeper  than  the  cut  which  is 
proposed  by  his  amendment. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  correct.  The 
total  amount  by  which  the  Ferguson 
amendment  would  cut  more  deeply  than 
my  other  six  amendments  which  are  af¬ 
fected  by  his  general  amendment  would 
be  approximately  $250,000.  In  the  case 
of  the  six  amendments  which  I  offer, 
they  would  cut  more  deeply  than  the 
Ferguson  amendment  by  $1,420,000. 
Therefore,  I  am  waiving  my  first  set  of 
amendments,  and  am  merely  proposing 
the  second  set,  in  order  that  we  may  ef¬ 
fect  some  further  economies.  It  is  well 
known  that  from  a  parliamentary  stand¬ 
point  the  Senate  can  do  anything  it 
wants  to  do  by"  unanimous  consent.  In 
this  respect  the  procedure  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  differs  from  that  of  the  House. 
Therefore,  I  am  throwing  myself  on  the 
mercy  and  the  indulgence  of  the  Senator 
from  Michigan,  and  begging  him  to  ac¬ 
cept  these  additional  cuts,  in  order  to 
save  $1,420,000  for  the  taxpayers.  I  do 
not  feel  that  I  could  look  toward  his 
face  in  vain. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  is  agreeable  but 
he  feels  that  the  Senator  in  charge  of  the 
bill,  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Chavez],  would  not  accept  these  par¬ 
ticular  further  cuts. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Let  us  make  a  try 
for  it. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  suggest  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  make  a  request. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  now  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  these  amendments  be  in¬ 
corporated  in  the  Ferguson  amendment. 
Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  object. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  wish  to  thank  the 
Senator  for  the  expression  of  courtesy, 
general  approval,  and  support,  but  I  am 
sorry  that  the  taxpayers  are  not  getting 
the  $1,420,000. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  wish  the  first 
part  of  his  amendment  to  be  considered? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  No,  Mr.  President, 
because,  if  the  first  part  were  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  without  the  second  part,  the  re¬ 
sult  would  be  that  the  Ferguson  cut 
would  not  apply  to  these  items.  We 
would  be  likely  to  end  up  with  no  cuts 
at  all  on  these  particular  items. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  withdraws  his 
amendment.  The  question  is  on  agree¬ 
ing  to  the  amendment  offered  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan  for  himself  and 
other  Senators. 

Malone  amendment — 20  percent  reduction 

IN  CIVILIAN  BUDGET 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  amend  the  Ferguson  amendment  by 
striking  out  in  line  5,  “five  per  centum” 
and  substituting  “ten  per  centum”  as  a 
substitute;  my  reason  being  that  I  sub¬ 
mitted  an  amendment  on  Friday,  June  8, 
which  provided  for  a  20  percent  cut, 
eliminating  from  the  20  percent  reduc¬ 
tion  any  of  the  pensions,  fixed  charges. 
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or  trust  funds.  So  that  it  may  be  in 
order,  I  offer  my  amendment  to  the  Fer¬ 
guson  amendment  before  the  Ferguson 
amendment  is  voted  upon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Nevada  offers  an  amend¬ 
ment,  which  the  clerk  will  state. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  line  5  of 
the  so-called  Ferguson  amendment  it  is 
proposed  to  strike  out  “five  per  centum 
and  insert  “ten  per  centum.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
vada.  Those  in  favor  of  the  amendment 
will  say  “Aye.” 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and 


the  following  Senators  answered  to  their 

names : 

Aiken 

Hayden 

Monroney 

Bennett 

Hendrickson 

Moody 

Benton 

Hennings 

Morse 

Brewster 

Hickenlooper 

Mundt 

Bricker 

Hill 

Neely 

Bridges 

Hoey 

Nixon 

Butler,  Md. 

Holland 

O’Mahoney 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Ives 

Pastore 

Byrd 

Jenner 

Robertson 

Cain 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Russell 

Carlson 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Saltonstall 

Chavez 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Schoeppel 

Clements 

Kefauver 

Smathers 

Connally 

Kerr 

Smith,  Maine 

Cordon 

Kilgore 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Dirksen 

Knowland 

Smith,  N.  C, 

Douglas 

Langer 

Sparkman 

Dworshak 

Lehman 

Stennis 

Eastland 

Long 

Taft 

Ecton 

Magnuson 

Thye 

Ellender 

Malone 

Underwood 

Ferguson 

Maybank 

Watkins 

Flanders 

McCarran 

Welker 

Frear 

McCarthy 

Wherry 

Fulbright 

McClellan 

Williams 

George 

McFarland 

Young 

Gillette 

McKellar 

Green 

McMahon 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 

Frear  in 

the  chair) . 

A  quorum  is 

present. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Malone!  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Ferguson],  for 
himself  and  other  Senators. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  requested. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  is  offered  in  lieu  of  the 
amendment  offered  on  Friday,  June  8, 
joined  in  by  the  Senator  from  Idaho 
[Mr.  Welker],  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  Ferguson],  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart],  the  Senator 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Butler],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Jenner]  ,  and  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young]. 

The  amendment  for  wfiich  the  sub¬ 
stitute  is  offered  follows: 

CIVILIAN  BUDGET  CUT  20  PERCENT 

At  the  proper  place  in  the  bill  insert: 

“£ec.  — .  The  appropriations  contained  in 
the  various  items  of  the  bill  and  any 
amounts  authorized  to  be  expended,  with 
the  exception  of  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Board  appropriations,  and  that  part  of  the 
Federal  Security  appropriations  relating  to 


old-age  pensions,  are  reduced  respectively  by 
the  amount  of  20  percent.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  amendment  proposed 
by  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Malone]  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Ferguson]. 
The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  requested. 

Is  the  demand  sufficiently  seconded? 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  may  we 
have  the  amendment  read  before  we  vote 
on  it? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  stated  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  In  the  amendment 
offered  by  Mr.  Ferguson  for  himself  and 
other  Senators,  Mi’.  Malone  proposes, 
in  line  5,  after  the  words  “equal  to”  to 
strike  out  “5”  and  insert  “10”,  so  as  to 
make  the  Ferguson  amendment  read: 

On  page  42,  between  lines  15  and  16,  insert 
a  new  section  as  follows: 

“Sec.  703.  Each  appropriation  or  authoriza¬ 
tion  made  by  this  act  for  any  purpose,  of 
which  a  specified  portion  is  herein  made 
available  for  personal  services,  and  each 
amount  so  specified  as  being  available  for 
personal  services,  is  hereby  reduced  by  an 
amount  equal  to  10  percent  of  the  amount 
requested  for  personal  services  for  such  pur¬ 
pose  in  budget  estimates  heretofore  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  for  the  fiscal  year 
1952.” 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  am  I  fore¬ 
closed  from  offering  a  modifying  amend¬ 
ment,  the  yeas  and  nays  already  having 
been  ordered  on  this  amendment? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Not  because 
the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered,  but 
because  it  would  be  an  amendment  in  the 
third  degree. 

Mr.  IVES.  My  amendment  is  in  the 
same  relationship  to  the  bill  itself  as  the 
Lehman  amendment  was  to  the  Ferguson 
amendment.  However,  I  understand 
that  the  pending  amendment  is  a  sub¬ 
stitute  for  the  Ferguson  amendment. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  It  is  an 
amendment  to  the  Ferguson  amendment. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Nevada  [Mr.  Malone]  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Ferguson]  for  himself  and  other 
Senators.  On  this  question  the  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mi’. 
Anderson]  ,  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Humphrey],  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  Hunt]-,  and  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  O’Conor]  are  ab¬ 
sent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mur¬ 
ray]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  on 
official  business,  having  been  appointed 
a  representative  of  our  Government  to 
attend  the  International  Labor  Confer¬ 
ence  being  held  in  Geneva,  Switzerland. 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with 


the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  KemL 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Hunt]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  O’Conor]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  would  vote 
“yea.” 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Montana  [Mr.  Murray]  would  vote 
“nay.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Cape¬ 
hart]  ,  who  is  absent  on  official  business, 
is  paired  with  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  .  If  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Indiana  would 
vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Case]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Duff]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  KemI, 
who  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate,  is 
paired  with  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Humphrey].  If  present  and  vot¬ 
ing,  the  Senator  from  Missouri  would 
vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Lodge],  who  is  necessarily  absent,  is 
paired  with  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  Wiley],  who  is  absent  on  official 
business.  If  present  and  voting,  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  would  vote 
“nay”  and  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin 
would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Mil- 
likin]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Tobey],  who  is  absent  on  official 
business  of  the  Committee  on  Crime  In¬ 
vestigation,  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Martin],  who 
is  absent  because  of  illness.  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  would  vote 
“yea.” 

The  result'  was  announced— yeas  28, 
nays  54,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 28 


Bennett  Dworshak  McCarthy 

Brewster  Eastland  Mundt 

Bricker  Ecton  Schoeppel 

Bridges  Ferguson  Watkins 

Butler,  Md.  Frear  Welker 

But'er,  Nebr.  Hendrickson  Wherry 

Byrd  Hickenlooper  Williams 

Cain  Ives  Young 

Carlson  Jenner 

Dirksen  Malone 


NAYS— 54 


Aiken 

Benton 

Chavez 

Clements 

Connally 

Cordon 

Douglas 

Ellender 

Flanders 

Fulbright 

George 

Gillette 

Green 

Hayden 

Hennings 

Hill 

Hoey 

Holland 


Johnson,  Colo.  Moody 


Johnson,  Tex. 

Johnston,  S.  C 

Kefauver 

Kerr 

Kilgore 

Knowland 

Langer 

Lehman 

Long 

Magnuson 

Maybank 

McCarran 

McClellan 

McFarland 

McKellar 

McMahon 

Monroney 


Morse 

Neely 

Nixon 

O’Mahoney 

Pastore 

Robertson 

Russell 

Saltonstall 

Smathers 

Smith,  Maine 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Smith,  N.  C. 

Sparkman 

Stennis 

Taft 

Thye 

Underwood 
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NOT  VOTING— 14 

Anderson 

Hunt 

Murray 

Capehart 

Kem 

O’Conor 

Case 

Lodge 

Tobey 

Duff 

Martin 

Wiley 

Humphrey 

Millikin 

So  Mr. 

Malone’s 

amendment  i 
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amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Ferguson  for 
himself  and  other  Senators  was  rejected. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Ferguson]. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ  and  other  Senators  re¬ 
quested  the  yeas  and  nays,  and  they  were 
ordered. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll,  and  Mr.  Aiken  voted  in  the 
negative  when  his  name  was  called. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Is  it  too  late  to  re¬ 
quest  that  the  amendment  be  read  to 
the  Senate? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  It  is  too  late. 
The  Senate  is  now  proceeding  to  vote  on 
the  amendment,  and  one  Senator  voted 
when  his  name  was  called.  The  roll  call 
cannot  be  interrupted  for  that  purpose. 

The  legislative  clerk  resumed  the  call 
of  the  roil. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON  (when  his  name  was 
called) .  On  this  vote  I  have  a  pair  with 
the  senior  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Capehart].  if  he  were  present  and  vot¬ 
ing,  he  would  vote  “yea.”  If  i  were  per¬ 
mitted  to  vote,  I  would  vote  “nay.”  I 
withhold  my  vote. 

The  roll  call  was  concluded. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson],  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Humphrey],  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  Hunt],  and  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  O’Conor]  are  ab¬ 
sent  on  'official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mur¬ 
ray]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  on 
official  business,  having  been  appointed 
a  representative  of  our  Government  to 
attend  the  International  Labor  Confer¬ 
ence  being  held  in  Geneva,  Switzerland. 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Case].  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico  would  vote  “nay,” 
and  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with 
the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Kem]. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  would  vote  "nay,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mur¬ 
ray]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Martin]. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Montana  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Pennsylvania  would  vote 
“yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
O’Conor]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Hunt],  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from, 
Maryland  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Sen¬ 


ator  from  Wyoming  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
[Mr.  Case]  who  is  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  If  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Kem] 
who  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  is 
paired  with  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Humphrey].  If  present  and  vot¬ 
ing,  the  Senator  from  Missouri  would 
vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Martin]  who  is  absent  because  of  illness 
is  paired  with  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Murray].  If  present  and  voting, 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  would 
vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Lodge]  and  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Millikin]  are  necessarily  absent. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  and  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  would  each  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Tobey]  is  absent  on  official  business 
of  the  Committee  on  Crime  Investiga¬ 
tion  and,  if  present,  he  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Wiley  ]  is  absent  on  official  business  and, 
if  present,  he  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Cape- 
hart]  is  absent  on  official  business,  and 
his  pair  has  been  announced  previously 
by  the  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Magnuson], 

The  result  was  announced- 
nays  24,  as  follows: 


-yeas  58, 


YEAS — 58 


Bennett 

Brewster 

Bricker 

Bridges 

Butler,  Md. 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Byrd 

Cain 

Carlson 

Connally 

Dirksen 

Douglas 

Duff 

Dworshak 

Eastland 

Ecton 

Ferguson 

Flanders 

Frear 

Fulbright 


Aiken 

Benton 

Chavez 

Clements 

Cordon 

Ellender 

Green 

Hayden 


George 

Mundt 

Gillette 

Nixon 

Hendrickson 

Robertson 

Hickenlooper 

Russell 

Koey 

Saltonstall 

Holland 

Schoeppel 

Ives 

Smathers 

Jenner 

Smith,  Maine 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Smith,  N.  C. 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Stennis 

Kefauver 

Taft 

Knowland 

Thye 

Langer 

Watkins 

Malone 

Welker 

McCarran 

Wherry 

McCarthy 

Williams 

McClellan 

Young 

McKellar 

Morse 

NAYS— 24 

Hennings 

McMahon 

HU1  ‘ 

Monroney 

Kerr 

Moody 

Kilgore 

Neely 

Lehman 

O’Mahoney 

Long 

Pas  tore 

Maybank 

Sparkman 

McFarland 

Underwood 

NOT  VOTING— 14 


Anderson 

Capehart 

Case 

Humphrey 

Hunt 


Kem 

Lodge 

Magnuson 

Martin 

Millikin 


Murray 

O’Conor 

Tobey 

Wiley 


So  Mr.  Ferguson’s  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

VISIT  'to  the  senate  of  begum 
IKRAMULLAH,  of  PAKISTAN 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  -Thg  Chair 
desires  to  call  the  attention  of  the'  Senate 


j  to  the  fact  that  we  have  the  honor  oV 
:  having  with  us  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
today.  Begum  Ikramullah,  a  Membepof 
the  Senate  of  Pakistan,  and  the  wife  of 
the  Foreign  Secretary  of  Pakistan.  We 
are  very  happy  to  have  this  Member  of 
the  Pakistan  Senate  in  our  midst.  We 
hope  she  is  enjoying  her  visit  to  the 
United  States  and  that  she  will  bring  to 
us  much  information  from  her  country, 
and  will  take  back  to  her  country  much 
information  from  ours,  as  a  result  of  her 
visit. 

The  Chair  thinks  it  would  be  appro¬ 
priate  for  the  Members  of  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States  to  rise  and  greet  her  as 
a  Member  of  the  Senate  of  Pakistan. 

[The  Members  of  the  Senate  rose, 
amidst  applause.] 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
will  say  that  the  Senator  from  Pakistan 
is  welcome  here,  and  she  may  remain 
as  long  as  it  suits  her  convenience. 

BEGUM  IKRAMULLAH.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  am  deeply  grateful  for  the  great 
privilege  of  being  permitted  to  visit  and 
sit  in  the  Senate  of  the  United  States,  the 
first  country  to  achieve  freedom,  and  now 
the  greatest  among  the  free  nations.  V 
Labor-federal  security  appropria-' 

TIONS,  1952 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  3709)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Labor, 
the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and  re¬ 
lated  independent  agencies,  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  bill  is 
open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
submit  and  send  to  the  desk  mv  amend¬ 
ment  marked  “6-7-51— T.”  and  ask  that 
it  be  read. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  read. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

On  page  2,  line  7,  strike  out  “two”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "one.” 

On  page  11,  line  23,  strike  out  “seven” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “one.” 

On  page  20,  line  6,  strike  out  “twenty”  and 
Insert  in  lieu  thereof  "seven.” 

On  page  21,  line  1,  strike  out  “ten”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “five.” 

On  page  21,  line  11,  strike  out  "thirty” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “ten.” 

On  page  21,  lines  23  and  24,  and  on  page 
22,  line  1,  strike  out  “eleven  passenger  motor 
vehicles,  of  which  nine  shall  be  for  replace¬ 
ment  only”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “four 
passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement 
only." 

On  page  23,  line  18,  strike  out  “three  pas¬ 
senger  motor  vehicles”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “one  passenger  motor  vehicle.” 

On  page  24,  line  2,  strike  out  “fifteen”  and 
Insert  in  lieu  thereof  “nine.” 

On  page  24,  lines  19  and  20,  strike  out 
“twelve  passenger  motor  vehicles  of  which 
ten  shall  be  for  replacement  only”  and  insert 
In  lieu  thereof  “five  passenger  motor  vehicles 
for  replacement  only.” 

On  page  25,  line  2,  strike  out  “six”  and 
Insert  in  lieu  thereof  "three.” 

On  page  25,  line  18,  strike  out  "six”  and 
Insert  in  lieu  thereof  "two.” 

On  page  26,  line  10,  strike  out  "two  pas¬ 
senger  motor  vehicles”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  "one  passenger  motor  vehicle." 

On  page  29,  lines  1  and  2,  strike  out  “two 
passenger  motor  vehicles”  and  Insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “one  passenger  motor  vehicle.” 
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On  page  29,  line  8,  strike  out  “three  pas¬ 
senger  motor  vehicles”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  "one  passenger  motor  vehicle.” 

On  page  30,  line  5,  strike  out  “four”  and 
Insert  in  lieu  thereof  “two.” 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
a  very  simple  amendment.  I  would  put 
the  Government  on  a  “fat  boy’s”  diet. 
The  amendment  proposes  that  no  addi¬ 
tional  automobiles  be  purchased  during 
the  coming  year,  and  that  only  half  the 
automobiles  which  are  being  worn  out 
be  replaced.  Therefore,  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  an  attempt  to  decrease  the  total 
number  of  passenger  cars  used  to  con¬ 
vey  Government  officials,  by  providing 
only  half  of  the  replacements  and  no 
net  additions  to  the  number  of  cars. 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment  pin¬ 
points  one  of  the  big  sources  of  waste 
in  the  Government.  An  excessive  num¬ 
ber  or  passenger  cars  is  in  use  in  the 
civil  establishment  and,  I  also  believe, 
in  the  military  establishment. 

I  have  before  me,  in  this  connection, 
the  figures  showing  the  number  of  pri¬ 
vate  chauffeurs'  in  the  Department  of 
Labor  and  the  Federal  Security  Agency. 
There  are  nine  full-time  chauffeurs  in 
the  Department  of  Labor,  in  Washing¬ 
ton.  There  are  37  full-time  chauffeurs 
in  Washington  in  the  Federal  Security 
Agency.  These  are  the  two  agencies 
whose  appropriations  are  covered  in  this 
bill.  There  are  46  full-time  chauffeurs  to 
drive  cars  carrying  secretaries,  adminis¬ 
trators,  under  secretaries,  assistant  sec¬ 
retaries,  assistants  to  the  secretaries,  as¬ 
sistants  to  the  under  secretaries,  assist¬ 
ants  to  the  assistant  secretaries,  and 
heads  of  bureaus. 

Mr.  President,  if  there  is  one  service 
in  our  Government  which  needs  to  have 
its  waistline  reduced  it  is  these  motor 
pools,  and  the  amendment  is  a  step  in 
that  direction.  If  the  amendment  shall 
be  adopted,  or  even  if  it  shall  not  be 
adopted,  I  shall  propose  similar  amend¬ 
ments  to  each  and  every  appropriation 
bill  which  comes  before  <.  the  Senate. 
Here  is  a  real  chance  to  put  the  bureau¬ 
crats  on  a  diet. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  noted,  as  I 
ran  through  the  bill  quickly,  that  some 
of  the  cars  affected  by  the  amendment 
are  replacements  only. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  If  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  amendment  prevails,  and,  let  us 
say,  we  cut  out  “20”  and  insert  “10,”  in 
instances  where  the  cars  are  for  re¬ 
placement  only,  how  would  that  cut 
down  the  number  of  cars?  Why  does 
not  the  amendment  take  care  of  the  re¬ 
maining  old  cars? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  assume  the  old 
cars  are  to  be  replaced,  because  they 
are  wearing  out;  and,  as  they  wear  out 
and  go  to  the  graveyard,  there  will  not 
be,  if  my  amendment  is  adopted,  so 
many  new  births.  In  short,  the  popu¬ 
lation  in  regard  to  cars  will  shrink  by  a 
death  rate  which  will  be  twice  that  of 
the  birth  rate. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Will  the  Sen¬ 
ator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 


Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  raised  the 
question  merely  because  it  has  been 
brought  out  in  the  hearings  that  the 
maintenance  of  one  of  these  very  old 
cars,  some  of  which  have  traveled  a 
mileage  of  100,000  and  even  150,000 
miles,  costs  more  than  what  a  new  car 
would  cost.  If  the  purpose  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  amendment  is  to  be  realized  in 
full,  why  should  not  the  cars  intended 
for  replacement  purposes  be  eliminated 
through  trading  the  old  cars  for  new 
ones? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  We  presume  that  the 
administrators  of  these  various  agencies 
have  some  intelligence,  and  that  they 
would  do  precisely  that;  but  so  long  as 
they  are  going  to  get  new  cars,  they  will 
not  scrap  the  old.  If  we  reduce  the 
number  of  replacements,  they  will  then 
have  to  turn  the  old  cars  in. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  LONG.  Would  it  not  occur  to  the 
senior  Senator  from  Illinois  that  if  a 
bureaucrat  had  to  undergo  some  stigma 
in  connection  with  driving  an  old  auto¬ 
mobile,  he  might  be  encouraged  to  take 
a  taxicab  or  to  provide  his  own  trans¬ 
portation,  occasionally? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  think  that  is  a  con¬ 
summation  devoutly  to  be  wished. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  to  the  favor¬ 
ite  son  of  Nebraska,  the  dart  thrower, 
the  junior  Senator  from  that  State. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

I  merely  desire  to  call  attention  to  the 
Senator’s  amendment.  I  am  for  the 
amendment,  and  I  shall  vote  for  it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
Mr.  WHERRY.  But,  in  his  second 
amendment,  on  page  11,  line  23,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  proposes  to  strike  out  “7”  and  to 
insert  “1.”  The  amendment  then  goes 
on  to  say,  “of  which  two  shall  be  for 
replacement.”  I  think  the  Senator  prob¬ 
ably  wants  to  amend  that  amendment 
by  adding  “including  the  purchase  of  not 
to  exceed  possibly  two  automobiles,”  in¬ 
stead  of  striking  the  “seven.”  I  think  it 
is  the  only  provision  that  does  that. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  should  like  to  mod¬ 
ify  my  amendment,  and  strike  the  word 
“two”  and  insert  “one”  where  the  num¬ 
ber  refers  to  replacements.  I  thank  my 
genial  friend  from  Nebraska  for  point¬ 
ing  out  to  me  this  technical  oversight. 

Ml’.  HOLLAND,  Mr.  HICKENLOOPER, 
and  Mr.  FERGUSON  addressed  the 
Chsiir 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield ;  and,  if  so,  to 
whom? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  first  to  the 
Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
fully  in  accord  with  what  is  intended  to 
be  done  by  my  friend  from  Illinois.  I 
am  fearful,  however,  that,  even  though 
the  amendment  were  adopted,  it  would 
still  not  strike  any  of  the  actual  sums 
recommended.  Has  the  Senator  checked 
to  make  sure  that  that  result  would  be 
accomplished? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  think  it  would,  be¬ 
cause  the  budget  which  has  been  pre¬ 
pared  is  based  upon  a  justification  which 


included  these  items,  and  if  these  items 
are  eliminated,  it  would  be  hard  to  ex¬ 
pand  other  items  accordingly.  It  is  very 
hard  to  attach  a  dollar  figure  to  these 
items,  because,  for  various  reasons,  we 
do  not  know  what  the  precise  cost  of  an 
automobile  will  be  in  all  cases;  but  I 
may  say  that  the  amendment  would 
eliminate  about  79  automobiles,  and 
should  effect  a  saving  of  approximately 
$100,000. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  completely  in 
accord  with  the  proposal  to  eliminate  the 
stated  number  of  automobiles.  The 
only  thing  of  which  I  am  not  sure— and 
I  am  inclined  to  think  that  this  observa¬ 
tion  may  be  true— is  that  the  money  sav¬ 
ing  intended  to  be  effected  might  not  be 
realized,  and,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida,  would  not  be,  unless 
the  items  set  forth  in  each  of  the  para¬ 
graphs  intended  to  be  amended,  com¬ 
prised  all  the  items  of  the  budget  covered 
by  the  blanket  appropriation. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  believe  the  total  is 
built  up  of  a  series  of  individual  items 
within  each  appropriation,  items  which 
are  not  printed  in  the  bill,  but  which  are 
contained  in  the  justifications,  which 
are  shown  in  files  we  have  in  my  office, 
and  therefore  the  total  appropriation 
would  be  reduced.  The  point  is  that  be¬ 
cause  we  do  not  know  what  the  precise 
cost  of  each  automobile  would  be  in  the 
coming  year,  it  is  difficult  to  attach  a 
precise  dollar  figure  to  an  economy. 
But  I  may  say  that  we  find  that  the 
average  f.  o.  b.  cost  without  equipment 
is  about  $1,250,  and  if  we  eliminate  79 
automobiles  we  can  assume  that  it  would 
effect  a  saving  of  about  $100,000. 

INDEPENDENT  OFFICES  APPROPRIATIONS, 
1952 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield  for 
a  question. 

Mr.  fERGUSON.  I  wish  to  make  a 
unanimous-consent  request.  I  should 
like  to  invite  attention  for  a  moment 
particularly  the  attention  of  the  senior 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  May- 
bank]  to  the  request  I  am  about  to  make. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan  for  that  purpose? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  I  may  yield  to  the  Senator 
for  that  purpose,  without  prejudice  to 
my  rights  to  the  floor. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  A  few  moments 
ago  the  Senate,  by  a  large  vote,  confirmed 
the  principle  of  cutting  payrolls  10  per¬ 
cent  below  the  budget  estimates.  There 
has  been  reported  to  the  Senate  today, 
from  the  Appropriations  Committee,  the 
independent  offices  bill,  which  is  in 
charge  of  the  Senator  from  South  Caro¬ 
lina.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  that 
bill  may  be  recommitted  to  the  commit¬ 
tee,  and  that  the  committee  review  the 
question  of  a  10-percent  cut  on  person¬ 
al  services.  I  am  sure  that  if  the  bill 
went  back  to  the  committee  with  a  man¬ 
date  from  the  Senate,  a  considerable 
amount  of  debate  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  could  be  saved  in  connection  with 
that  particular  bill. 
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<The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob-  because  we  worked  long  and  hard.  I  the  bill  item  by  item,  instead  of  throw- 
Jec^on?  worked  with  the  Senator  from  Oregon  ing  up  our  hands  in  despair  and  sending 

MK  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  re-  [Mr.  Cordon]  to  figure  out  a  5-percent  the  bill  back  to  the  committee.  So  I 
serving,  the  right  to  object,  I  merely  wish  cut;  and  the  Senator  knows  that  when  object.  / 

to  say  to  the  distinguished  senior  Sen-  a  5-percent  cut  was  made  in  the  Labor-  Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  I 

ator  from,  Michigan  that  I  did  not  vote  Security  bill,  I  asked  the  committee  for  went  over  the  bill  item  by  item,  not  only 
for  the  10 -percent  cut,  because,  in  com-  permission,  which  was  given  me,  to  have  in  the  morning,  not  only  in  the  after  - 
mittee,  I  thought  we  had  worked  out  a  Mr.  Earl  W.  Cooper,  the  clerk  of  the  noon,  but  even  at  my  home  at  night, 

provision  whifth  was  satisfactory,  after  subcommittee,  of  which  I  am  chairman,  Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Do  I  correctly  under- 

the  distinguished  Senator  from  Oregon  prepare  figures  to  show  the  effect  of  the  stand  that  the  Senator  moved - 

[Mr.  Cordon]  arid  others  of  us  had  la-  5-percent  cut.  He  spent  all  night  pre-  The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  It  was  not  a 

bored  for  a  long  time  to  cut  the  appro-  paring  those  figures.  The  figures  motion.  The  Senator,  from  Michigan 
priation  5  percent  plus  all  the  direct  showed  that  with  the  5  percent  plus  asked  unanimous  consent  that  the  inde¬ 
cuts.  I  feel  sure  that  my  good  friend  direct  cuts,  the  independent-offices  bill  pendent  offices  bill  be  recommitted  to  the 
from  Michigan  will  agree  that  in  the  would  be  reduced  by  $600,000,000  below  Committee  on  ApproDriations. 
committee  I  voted  for  tltq  total  cuts.  the  budget  estimate  and  $5,669,000,000  Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  withdraw  my  ob- 

In  the  case  of  the  independent  offices  below  what  we  voted  last  year.  jection. 

bill,  I  do  not  want  to  brag  about  the  com-  i  shall  vote  for  the  10-percent  cut,  and  The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob- 

mittee,  but  the  Senate  should 'know  that  i  shall  vote  for  more  than  a  10-percent  jection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
we  have  reduced  the  bill  below  Ikst  year’s  cut  when  the  foreign-aid  bills  come  be-  the  bill  is  recommitted, 
figure  by  $5,679,000,000,  which  is  $600,-  fore  the  Senate.  If  the  Chair  may  be  permitted,  with 

000,000  below  the  budget  estimates,  Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  wall  the  the  indulgence  of  the  Senate,  to  make 

I  can  well  appreciate  that  the  Sen-  Senator  yield?  a  suggestion,  it  is  that  the  committee 

ate  desires  a  10-percent  cut,  and  I  hgye  Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  shall  be  glad  to  itself  make  the  reductions  item  by  item 

no  objection  to  having  the  bill  go  back  yield.  Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  that 

to  the  committee.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  Mr.  LONG.  I  should  like  to  ask  the  is  what  the  Senator  from  Michigan  had 

I  did  not  vote  for  such  a  cut,  because  .Senator  if  the  effect  of  what  he  is  sug-  in  mind.  He  made  the  motion  in  the 

it  would  establish  a  pattern.  As  I  said  gesting  would  not  be  for  us  to  say  that  committee  that  there  be  a  10-percent 
in  committee,  if  it  was  adopted,  I  would  the  Appropriations  Committee  is  in-  cut. 

support  a  10-percent  cut  on  all  of  those  variably  appropriating  too  much  money,  Mr.  MAYBANK.  That  is  correct.  I 

items.  I  made  that  statement  in  con-  no  matter  what  figure  is  arrived  at.  assured  the  Senator  from  Michigan  that 
nection  with  voting  for  many  of  the  re-  I  am  hot  a  member  of  the  Appropria-  if  we  placed  a  10-percent  cut  on  one  bill 
ductions,  as  the  Senator  from  Michigan  tions  Committee,  but  I  am  inclined  to  the  same  should  be  done  as  to  all  bills 
knows-  .  think  that  the  members  of  that  com-  as  far  as  my  vote  was  concerned. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  correct.  mittee  are  sincere  gentlemen  and  are  Mi’.  FERGUSON  That  is  rnrreet 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Also,  I  voted  to  elim-  trying  to  do  their  duty.  Mr  MAYBANK  sutee cue  nth  Void  ■ 

Smobllef™5  the  P“rChaSe  01  *!  no  finer  Mr.  President,  earlier  today,  as  cha£ 

automobiles.  committee  than  the  Senate  Appropria-  thp  qohmmmitton 

C°rrect  ,  T  £ions  Committee, ^nd  I  appreciate  the  pendent  offices,  I  submitted  the  indel 
Mr.  MAYBANK.  The  Senator  and  I  honor  of  serving  with  the  distinguished  pendent  offices  appropriation  bill  for 
tried  long  and  hard  to  eliminate  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  McKel-  1952>  which  b  a  unanimous-consent 
provisions  for  the  purchase  of  automo-  lar],  who  is  chairman, of  that  commit-  agreement  was  recommitted  to  the 
biles,  so  I  am  in  the  position  of  not  hav-  tee.  A  majority  of  the  members  of  the  committee’  on  request  of  the  Senator 
ing  voted  for  the  10-percent  cut,  but  of  committee  voted  for  a  10-percent  cut.  from  Michigan  I  now  wish  to  ask 
having  voted  for  the  individual  cuts,  in  I  hoped  it  would  establish  a  pattern,  be-  unanimous  consent  that  the  bill  mav  be 
committee,  and  of  having  voted  with  cause,  if  we  cut  one  agency  of  Govern-  prjnted  in  order  that  we  mav  have'  thl 
the  Senator  on  the  automobile  situa-  ment  10  percent,  then  the  others  should  bm  before  the  Senate  on  Thursday6  m 

tion’  f «  cufc  a  ™n+fc’  In  facVS°me  °f  1  understand,  the  calendar  will  be  called 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  correct.  them  ou§ht  to  be  cut  50  Percent.  tomorrow. 

Mr.  MAYEANK.  I  wish  to  make  my  „  Ml;  f  Mr'  President,  will  the  j  that  the  additional  5  Dpr 

■nnaitinn  nevfeetiv  eieov  t  ctote^  Senator  yield  for  a  further  question?  . .  ?  T.  auumonai  o-per- 

position  peiiectly  clear.  I  stated  when  mayrank1  vpq  cent  cut  has  been  carefully  checked  by 

we  had  the  finai  vote  that 1  was  going  to  Mr  LONG  The  question  that  is  the  staff,  and  it  amounts  to  $14,223,997. 

S?uSv  bm'buTS^ LCt  if°nt£e  ^™,r;  tro“iin  is  25  if  the  majorW  S'-  •«“*»»  "*>  be  ta’ 

•oecunt^  bill,  but  that  if  the  Senate  the  members  of  the  ADnronriations  rom-  eluded  as  part  of  my  remarks  at  this 

made  a  10-percent  cut,  I  was  going  to  itt  voted  fm  a  5-  S^IO  neicenf  c^t  point>  showing  where  the  cuts  will  be 

ca1^ S555  Sg  —  mUCh  m°ney  ~  L  being  no  ejection  the  state 

and  Setter1  StEwS  I  cannot  answer  that  to  be  printed  in  the 

sr?»“sr-* 

extent  nf  nnn  non  TuViinVi  pioposed  a  5-peicent  cut,  and  I  tiied  to  \  ,  h.  r.  3880 

000  0C0  below  the  budget  I  cast  mv  vote  d°  What  1  C0Uld  d°  for  the  people  of  this  +v,Thf  SenatVJlas  recommitted  H.  R.  3880, 

too—and^  I  dSn^rd it  country.  I  know  we  cannot  legislate  on  the  independent  offices  appropriation  bill, 

witWHo  Lf  fUSuf^  6  hT  committee  the  senate  floor.  But  I  am  going  to  vote  !952,  Wlth  dire<riaons  agreed  to  in  colloquy 

w.th  the  Senator  from  Michigan  and  jor  a  10-percent  cut  in  the  indeDendpnt  to  reduce  personal  services  in  each  item  of 

with  other  Members— as  a  test  vote  on  offices  appropriation  bill  AltS  ™  appropriation  by- 14  percent,  in  lieu  of  the 
whether  there  should  be  a  5-percent  or  £ ave llr lady ?ut  feose  aDDronriSJo  reductl°^.  in  personal  services 

a  10-percent  cut  in  addition.  So  I  have  the  Start  nf  £ nn  nnn  m^de^y  ful1  action, 

no  desire  to  nhiert  to  sending  the  hill  ?ne,  exl'-nl;  °t  $600,000,000  below  the  Subject  to  final  checking  such  action 

AcTsarss  «“ce  in  ,te  ™  - 

I  am  going  to  vote  for  more  than  a  10-  Tb  VTrF  PRpqTnFT'Jrr  tc  the  y,  p16  Budget---— -Xr-  $191. 125 

Percent  rut  when  the  leeicietive  hill  ,  me  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  Ob-  Council  of  Economic  Advisers.%.  9,750 

„nC  in  bll1  jection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator  American  Battle  Monument^ 

in  the  mmol $8  500  000  OOOT^eon^erne?  fl'°m  Michigan  that  the  independent  Commission . . 26,115 

in  tile  sum  of  $8,500,000,000  is  concerned,  offices  appropriation  bill  be  recommitted  Federal  Communications  Com-  \ 

«  totheC?LnitteeonApp?op^ESM  “““ . ------ .  u«.  too 

percent  cut.  Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President  re-  £  d  !  p°wer  Commission -  iso,  575 

I  merely  wanted  to  make  the  record  serving  the  right  to  obiect  I  think  we  Fe<-eral  Trade  Commission -  152,561 

Clear  as  to  why  I  voted  as  I  did  today,  should^ ^n  opportuSy  to  hoover  3.212,207 


1951 

Indian  Claims  Commission - 

Interstate  Commerce  Commis¬ 
sion  : 

\  General  expenses - - 

\  Railroad  safety - - 

'-Locomotive  inspection - - 

Motpr  Carrier  Claims  Commis¬ 
sion  _ 

National  Advisory  Commission  on 

Aeronautics - 

Securities  and  Exchange  Com¬ 
mission - - 

Smithsonian  Institution - 

National  Gallery  of  Art - 

Tariff  Commission - 

Tennessee  Valley  Authority - 

Tax  Court  of  United  States-.— 

Veterans’  Administration - 

Maritime  i 

Salaries - - 

Training - 
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$4,  700  / 


65,  000 
37,  724 
28,  2{40 

1,  750 

1,  750,  480 

272, 760 
96,  680 
59,420 
60,  700 
528,  260 
I  37,  950 
6,  986,  000 

201,  050 
124,  250 


Total _ i4,  223,  997 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  we 
will  Hie  a.  report  as  soon  as  it  is  ready. 
Each  individual  item  of  the  report  must 
be  changed,  because  of  the  additional 
5  percent  cut. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Monroney  in  the  chair).  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  when  the  bill  is  printed,  will  it 
contain  the  new  figures,  showing  the  cut 
of  $14,000,000  plus? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  It  will  appear  m 
another  printing  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Will  the  bill  be  ! 
printed  again,  and  be  on  the  desks  of 
Senators,  so  that  they  may  understand 
fully  how  the  additional  cuts  were  made? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  That  is  what  I  wanted  to  bring  to 
the  attention  of  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina?  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  un¬ 
derstand  this  is  a  unanimous-consent 
request  for  the  printing  of  a  bill. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Has  the  bill  been  re¬ 
turned  to  the  Senate? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  The  bill  was  recom¬ 
mitted,  by  unanimous  consent,  to  the 
committee,  and  in  the  meantime  I  have 
directed  the  committee  staff  to  prepare 
a  statement  showing  the  additional  5 
percent  cut.  Those  figures  have  been 
prepared  by  Mr.  Earl  W.  Cooper,  of  our 
staff,  and  we  shall  reprint  the  bill  with 
the  new  5  percent  cut  added— that  is, 
showing  the  10  percent  cut,  instead  of  a 
5  percent  cut,  as  it  was  originally. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  When  does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  expect  to  report  the  bill? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  It  will  merely  be  a 
matter  of  submitting  it  to  the  full  com¬ 
mittee.  However,  we  desire  to  have  the 
bill  printed,  with  the  necessary  correc¬ 
tions,  in  order  that  Senators  may  have  it 
before  them. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  appreciate  that,  but 
the  point  I  wanted  to  bring  out  is  that 
the  proper  way  to  handle  these  bills  is 
to  let  them  lie  over  for  a  day,  as  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  rules.  So  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned,  it  is  agreeable  to  have  the  bill 
printed  again.  This  is  Tuesday.  If  it 
can  be  printed  tomorrow,  we  can  take  it 


up  following  the  call  of  the  calendar 
on  Thursday.  That,  I  understand,  is  the  ' 
program.  / 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  That  is  what  I  pad 
hoped. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  have  no  objection. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  spoke  to  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee,  and  hq  thought 
he  would  poll  the  members  o/'the  com¬ 
mittee  to  see  if  it  were  agreeable  to  them. 
Thus  far,  four  Senators, /namely,  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender], 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Saltonstall],  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  Ferguson],  and  myself  are 
here,  and  they  have,  seen  the  figures 
showing  the  changes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  Senator 
mean  it  will  be  submitted  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  That  is  correct. 

I  wonder  when  my 


The  Senator’s  turn 


Mr.  WHERRY, 
turn  will  come. 

Mr.  MAYBANK. 
will  come  now. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  may  we 
proceed  now  to  the  discussion  of  the 
pending  bill,  and  finish  it,  so  that  we 
may  get  ready  for  the  next  one? 

LABOR-FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1952 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  3709)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Labor, 
the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and  related 
independent  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
there  will  not  be  any  objection  to  the 
proposed  reduction  of  79  in  the  total 
number  of  Government  automobiles.  I 
hope  the  Senate  will  agre°  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  very  speedily. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  am  very  much  in  favor  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Illinois,  and  I  shall  support  it,  but  it 
occurred  to  me  that  the  Senator  might 
be  able  to  get  a  more  certain  reduction 
in  this  field  if  he  merely  offered  an 
amendment  to  require  the  Department 
immediately  to  dispose  of  50  percent  of 
its  automobiles,  based  on  the  highest 
mileage,  and  then  for  the  Department 
to  get  rid  of  the  automobiles,  instead  of 
adopting  this  uncertain  process  of  re¬ 
placement.  The  Department  might  go 
along  under  this  admonition  with  a  lot  of 
old  automobiles  for  an  interminable 
period  of  time  and  not  get  rid  of  them 
because  they  can  replace  only  half  of 
them. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
think  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Saltonstall]  has  a  suggestion 
which  will  clear  this  matter  up.  The 
Senator  from  Iowa  is  proposing  that  we 
reduce  by  one-half  the  total  number  of 
automobiles.  I  think  that  is  probably 
too  stringent  a  proposal.  What  I  am 
proposing  is  that  we  replace  one-half  of 
the  total  change  during  the  year.  The 
proposal  of  the  Senator  from  Iowa  would 
require  civilian  branches  to  dispose  of 


approximately  10,000  automobiles  during 
the  course  of  the  year,  because  approxi¬ 
mately  20,000  are  in  the  civilian 
branches.  My  proposal  is  that  of  the 
3,000  which  are  scheduled  for  replace¬ 
ment,  we  permit  the  replacement  of  only 
1,500,  and  thereby  shrink  the  total  num¬ 
ber. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  for  one  more 
question? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  should  like 
to  ask  the  Senator  if  he  drives  through 
Rock  Creek  Park  in  the  mornings.  If 
he  does,  I  think  he  will  see  there  at  least 
10,000  Government  automobiles,  most  of 
which  seem  to  be  driven  by  Government 
chauffeurs,  taking  lower-echelon  em¬ 
ployees  to  work  so  that  they  can  get  there 
by  9  o’clock.  I  think  a  reduction  of  50 
percent  could  well  be  absorbed  in  the 
motor-vehicle  pool,  and  I  think  it  should 
be  done. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  hope  the  Senator 
will  go  along  with  me  in  my  proposal. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  am  going 
along  with  the  Senator. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  now 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Saltonstall],  who  I  think  has  a 
suggestion  to  offer. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me  for  a  moment? 
Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  voted  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  do  away  with  1,760  chauffeurs. 
There  are  5,280  on  part  time.  I  was  de¬ 
feated  in  the  committee.  But  there  are 
5,280  part-time  chauffeurs  and  1,760  reg¬ 
ular  chauffeurs.  I  certainly  think  the 
Senator  should  modify  his  amendment 
to  do  away  with  the  chauffeurs. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  from 
Michigan  has  an  amendment  having  to 
do  with  chauffeurs,  and  I  do  not  want  to 
poach  in  his  territory.  If  there  is  to  be 
a  reduction  in  the  number  of  chauffeurs 
I  am  perfectly  willing  that  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  should  receive  the  credit 
for  it.  If  we  reduce  the  number  of  auto¬ 
mobiles  for  the  first  step,  we  can  reduce 
the  number  of  chauffeurs  for  the  second 
step.  But  I  do  not  want  to  fish  in  an¬ 
other  man’s  pond  unless  I  first  ask  his 
consent. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  should  first  like  to 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts, 
because  I  think  he  has  a  very  construc¬ 
tive  amendment. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Would  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  be  willing  to  accept  an 
amendment  to  his  amendment  “T”  read¬ 
ing  as  follows: 

gEc.  — .  Where  the  number  of  passenger 
cars  for  replacement  only  are  reduced  by 
the  provisions  in  this  act,  the  total  number 
of  passenger  cars  in  the  division  or  depart¬ 
ment  concerned  will  be  reduced  by  a  like 
number. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  shall  be  delighted 
to  accept  that  amendment. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ  and  Mr.  FREAR  ad¬ 
dressed  the  chair. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  it  ap¬ 
pears  that  the  Senate  is  in  a  mood  of 
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economy.  The  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  is  willing  to  accept  not  only 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  with  reference  to  automo¬ 
biles,  but  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Michigan,  and  thereby  try  to  do  a 
little  economizing  on  our  own  part. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  to  call  up  the  amendment  so  that 
it  may  be  understood. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  sug_ 
gest  that  we  proceed  item  by  item,  that 
the  Senate  accept  my  amendment  and 
then  accept  the  amendment  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Michigan  later. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  am  in  favor  of  eco¬ 
nomizing  on  our  own  part. 

Mr.  MAYEANK.  That  is  correct. 
Let  us  do  away  with  the  chauffeurs. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Smathers  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Vermont? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  if  the  reduction 
he  proposes  in  the  number  of  automo¬ 
biles  for  the  Food  and  Drug  Administra¬ 
tion  will  take  away  the  automobiles  with 
which  the  Food  and  Drug  Administra¬ 
tion  has  been  futilely  and  feebly  at¬ 
tempting  to  enforce  the  oleomargarine 
law. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  will  affect  it 
somewhat,  but  I  think  the  Food  and 
Drug  Administration  has  enough  cars 
so  if  they  want  to  enforce  the  Food  and 
Dmg  Act  they  can  do  so. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Is  the  Senator  from  Il¬ 
linois  familiar  with  the  testimony  before 
the  Finance  Committee  that  it  would 
take  $5,000,000  to  enforce  the  Oleomar¬ 
garine  Act,  and  that  only  $225,000  is 
provided  in  this  bill  for  such  enforce¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  was  not  aware  of 
that  fact. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Is  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  aware  of  the  fact  that  of  the 
16,000  eating  places  which  have  been 
inspected  under  the  oleomargarine  law, 
from  November  1  until  May  1  of  this 
year,  between  20  and  30  percent  were 
found  in  violation,  but  that  none  have 
been  referred  to  the  Department  of  Jus¬ 
tice  for  prosecution? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  No.  I  thank  the 
Senator  for  that  information. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Therefore,  I  was  won¬ 
dering,  if  any  of  the  automobiles  which 
would  be  eliminated  were  used  for  the 
enforcement  of  the  oleomargarine  law, 
just  what  the  effect  would  be,  so  far  as 
enforcement  is  concerned. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  examine  the  figures  for  the 
Federal  Security  Agency  he  will  find 
that  they  have  a  very  large  number  of 
automobiles,  37  with  full-time  drivers  in 
the  District  of  Columbia,  7  with  full¬ 
time  drivers  in  the  field,  13  with  part- 
time  drivers  in  the  District  of  Columbia, 
and  87  with  part-time  drivers  in  the 
field.  Seventy-six  vehicles  are  operated 
by  persons  not  employed  as  chauffeurs 
in  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  1,006  in 
the  field.  So  that  in  ail  they  have  about 


1,200  automobiles.  I  do  not  believe  that 
the  loss  of  3  or  4  of  the  1,200  automobiles 
would  seriously  handicap  them  in  the 
enforcement  of  the  oleomargarine  law. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  think  I  can  agree  with 
the  Senator  on  this  amendment.  I  sim¬ 
ply  wanted  to  make  sure  that  the  en¬ 
forcement  of  the  oleomargarine  law 
would  not  fall  below  the  zero  point, 
where  it  is  at  present. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  believe  we  have  es¬ 
tablished  a  legislative  record  indicating 
that  it  is  the  intent  of  the  Senate  that 
the  oleomargarine  law  shall  be  enforced, 
and  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  Federal 
Security  Agency  has  nearly  1,200  auto¬ 
mobiles,  it  seems  to  me  that  there  should 
not  be  such  a  shortage  of  automobiles  as 
to  interfere  with  the  enforcement  of  the 
oleomargarine  law. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
been  on  my  feet  for  a  long  time  seeking 
to  have  the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield 
to  me. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Delaware? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  FREAR.  I  am  not  particularly 
interested  in  how  many  automobiles  are 
going  to  be  used  for  the  enforcement  of 
the  oleomargarine  law,  because  I  think 
it  is  a  poor  law,  in  the  form  in  which  it 
was  passed.  The  question  I  should  like 
to  ask  the  Senator  from  Illinois  is 
whether  the  modification  of  his  amend¬ 
ment  suggested  by  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Saltonstall],  which 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  said 
he  was  willing  to  accept,  now  gives  as¬ 
surance  that  the  automobiles  in  ques¬ 
tion  will  not  be  in  use  in  the  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies  affected  at  the  end 
of  the  present  fiscal  year. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  think  that  is  cor¬ 
rect,  yes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  presume  I  shall  be 
one  of  the  conferees.  If  the  amendment 
is  accepted  I  shall  certainly  try  to  carry 
out  the  instructions  of  the  Senate  as 
contained  in  it.  But,  after  all,  the  House 
has  something  to  say  about  a  confer¬ 
ence.  All  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
can  assure  the  Senator  from  Delaware  is 
that  certainly  the  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate  will  try  to  carry  out  the 
instructions  of  the  Senate. 

I  should  like  to  have  the  attention  of 
the  Senator  from.  Vermont.  He  inquired 
about  certain  automobiles.  The  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  go  to 
individual  items.  The  particular  point 
in  which  the  Senator  from  Vermont  is 
interested  is  on  line  3  of  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 
That  part  of  the  amendment  reads: 

On  page  11,  line  23,  strike  out  “seven’’ 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “one.” 

So  as  far  as  replacements  for  the  Food 
and  Drug  Administration  are  concerned, 
the  amendment  would  result  in  the  re¬ 
placement  of  only  one  automobile,  in¬ 
stead  of  seven,  as  recommended  by  the 
committee.  I  was  glad  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  called  attention  to  that  item. 


The  oleomargarine  law  may  not  be  any 
good;  but  Congress  passed  it.  Many 
persons  have  objections  to  the  oleomar¬ 
garine  law,  but  it  has  been  passed  by 
Congress.  All  we  ask  is  that  the  Food 
and  Drug  Administration  be  permitted 
to  administer  the  law  as  it  should  be  ad¬ 
ministered. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Congress  has  been 
warned  that  it  would  require  four  or  five 
million  dollars  annually  to  enforce  the 
law.  We  cannot  expect  enforcement  of 
the  law  by  the  Food  and  Drug  Adminis¬ 
tration,  because  they  told  us  they  could 
not  do  the  job  with  $225,000. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  May  I  speak  for  one 
more  moment?  I  beg  the  indulgence  of 
the  Senator  to  say  a  few  more  words. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
further  to  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
This  is  the  story  about  the  enforcement 
of  the  oleomargarine  law.  Hie  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  recommended  $900,000  as 
last  year’s  appropriation.  We  cut  that 
amount  in  two.  The  Administration 
does  not  have  a  sufficient  number  of  en¬ 
forcement  officers  in  Washington  to  in¬ 
spect  the  greasy  spoon  restaurants  on 
Indiana  Avenue,  much  less  16,000  restau¬ 
rants.  But  we  ask  them  to  do  these 
things,  and  then  if  they  cannot  do  them, 
we  complain.  If  there  is  one  agency  of 
the  Federal  Government  that  deserves 
the  sincere  support  of  this  body,  it  is  the 
Food  and  Drug  Administration.  Of 
course  it  should  not  waste  money,  but  it 
should  be  encouraged  to  enforce  the  law 
for  the  sake  of  the  public  health. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  correct  any  impression  which  may 
have  been  given  by  my  remarks  that 
there  are  fifteen  or  sixteen  thousand 
restaurants  to  be  inspected.  That  is  the 
number  which  has  been  inspected  since 
last  November,  and  at  that  rate  of  in¬ 
spection  the  enforcement  officers  ran  get 
around  to  each  restaurant  probably 
every  5  or  6  years. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  believe  the  testimony 
before  the  committee  was  that  there 
were  more  than  800,090  restaurants  to  be 
inspected.  They  simply  cannot  reach 
them  all. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Do  I  understand  that 
the  amendment  which  I  offered,  as 
modified  by  the  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  [Mr.  Saltonstall],  has  been  ac¬ 
cepted  by  the  committee. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  will  accept  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Illinois. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  As  modified? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes.  Which  applies 
only  to  cutting  down  the  replacement 
cars. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  eliminates  addi¬ 
tional  net  increases,  too. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct.  And, 
of  course,  when  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  presents  his  amendment  it  is  my 
purpose  to  accept  it  also.  That  refers  to 
the  chauffeurs. 
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The  PRESIDIN  GOPFICER.  In  an¬ 
swer  to  the  parliamentary  inquiry  of  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  the  Chair  will 
state  that  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  has  just  indicated  that  he  will  ac¬ 
cept  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Illinois,  as  modified. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
tMr.  Douglas],  as  modified. 

The  amendment,  as  modified,  was 
agreed  to 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
now  call  up  the  amendment  dated  over 
6-8-51 — C  which  I  offer  for  myself  and 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges],  I  ask  that  the  amendment  be 
stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  42, 
between  lines  15  and  16,  it  is  proposed 
to  insert  a  new  section  as  follows: 

Sec.  — .  No  part  of  any  appropriation  con¬ 
tained  in  this  act  shall  be  used  to  pay  the 
compensation  of  any  civilian  employee  of 
the  Government,  whose  duties  consist  of 
acting  as  chauffeur  or  driver  of  any  Gov¬ 
ernment-owned  passenger  motor  vehicle 
(other  than  a  bus  or  ambulance),  and  any 
funds  appropriated  in  this  act  for  any  such 
purpose  shall  be  covered  into  the  Treasury 
as  miscellaneous  receipts. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Do  I  understand 
that  the  Senator  in  charge  of  the  bill 
accepts  the  amendment? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes,  so  far  as  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  is  con¬ 
cerned,  I  accept  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  Ferguson]  for  himself  and  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  now 
offer  an  amendment  which  I  send  to  the 
desk  and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  wil’  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  42, 
after  line  15,  it  is  proposed  to  insert  the 
following  new  section: 

Sec.  703.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  con¬ 
tained  in  this  act  shall  be  used  to  pay  the 
compensation  of  any  employee  engaged  in 
personnel  worlc  in  excess  of  the  number 
that  would  be  provided  by  a  ratio  of  1 
such  employee  to  115,  or  a  part  thereof,  full¬ 
time,  part-time,  and  intermittent  employees 
of  the  agency  concerned:  Provided,  That  for 
purposes  of  this  section  employees  shall  be 
considered  as  engaged  in  personnel  work  if 
they  spend  half  time  or  more  in  personnel 
administration  consisting  of  direction  and 
administraton  of  the  personnel  program;  em¬ 
ployment,  placement,  and  separaton;  job 
evaluation  and  classification;  employee  re¬ 
lations  and  services;  training;  committees  of 
expert  examiners  and  boards  of  civil-service 
examiners;  wage  administration;  and  proc¬ 
essing,  recording,  and  reporting. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
beginning  to  close  in  on  the  specific 
sources  of  waste  in  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  a  point 
of  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  appears  that  the 
proposed  amendment  would  be  legisla¬ 
tion  on  an  appropriation  bill,  and  that 
is  why  I  make  the  point  of  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield  for  the 
expression  of  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  should  like  to  dis¬ 
cuss  that  question  if  I  may. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  it 
seems  to  be  well  established  that  restric¬ 
tions  may  be  placed  on  the  use  of  funds. 

The  pending  bill  already  contains  a 
restriction,  providing  that  no  money 
shall  be  paid  to  anyone  who  engages  in 
a  strike  in  the  Government  service.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  I  believe  that  the  inde¬ 
pendent  offices  bill,  House  bill  3880, 
which  was  just  recommitted  to  the  com¬ 
mittee,  contains  a  provision  on  page  43 
similar  to  that  in  my  amendment,  in 
fact,  it  is  identical. 

This  is  merely  an  attempt  to  extend 
to  the  Labor  and  Federal  Security  Agen¬ 
cy  the  provision  which  the  House  has 
already  established  in  the  case  of  inde¬ 
pendent  offices 

There  are  many  restrictions  which  are 
placed  upon  the  expenditure  of  funds. 
My  amendment  is  not  legislation,  but  a 
restriction  on  the  use  of  funds.  The 
chauffeurs  amendment,  I  may  say,  is  of 
the  same  type,  because  it  places  a  re¬ 
striction  upon  the  expenditure  of  funds. 
It  provides  that  no  funds  shall  be  used 
to  pay  full-time  or  part-time  chauf¬ 
feurs.  So  I  am  sorry  that  the  point  of 
order  has  been  raised.  If  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  knocked  out,  we  shall  have  to 
knock  out  the  provision  with  respect  to 
chauffeurs. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  The  point  I  wish  to 
make  with  the  Senator  from  Illinois  is 
that  I  think  he  has  phrased  this  provi¬ 
sion  in  such  a  way  that  it  is  a  restriction 
rather  than  new  legislation.  Is  not  that 
true? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  have  certainly  tried 
to  do  so. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  formally  make 
the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes.  I  make  the  point 
of  order  that  the  amendment  is  legisla¬ 
tion  on  an  appropriation  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  point  of 
order  on  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  is 
well  taken. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  suspend  the  rule. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  I  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  mo¬ 
tion  to  suspend  the  rule  is  not  in  order 
except  on  1  day’s  notice. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  the  re¬ 
striction  in  this  case  is  identical  with 
the  restriction  which  has  just  been  made 
with  respect  to  the  hiring  of  chauffeurs. 
That  was  permitted  to  go  through.  Now 
the  ruling  is  made  that  this  provision  is 
legislation,  and  it  is  ruled  out.  What  is 
sauce  for  the  goose  is  sauce  for  the 


gander.  In  my  judgment,  both  provi¬ 
sions  are  correct 

Mr.  President,  I  appeal  from  the  deci¬ 
sion  of  the  Chair. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  I  make  the 
point  of  order  that  the  appeal  comes  too 
late.  We  have  passed  on  to  another 
matter. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  know  of  no  other 
matter  which  has  come  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  I  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the 
Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is,  Shall  the  decision  of  the 
Chair  stand  as  the  judgment  of  the 
Senate? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  is 
that  question  debatable? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
appeal  is  debatable. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
independent  offices  bill,  as  passed  by  the 
House,  on  page  43,  section  108  reads  as 
follows : 

Sec.  108.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  con¬ 
tained  in  this  title  shall  be  used  to  pay  the 
compensation  of  any  employee  engaged  in 
personnel  work  in  excess  of  the  number  that 
would  be  provided  by  a  raito  of  1  such 
employees  to  115  or  a  part  thereof,  full¬ 
time,  part-time  and  intermittent  employees 
of  the  agency  concerned:  Provided,  That  for 
purposes  of  this  section  employees  shall  be 
considered  as  engaged  in  personnel  work  if 
they  spend  half  time  or  more  in  personnel  ad¬ 
ministration  consisting  of  direction  and  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  personnel  program;  em¬ 
ployment,  placement,  and  separation;  job 
evaluation  and  classification;  employee  re¬ 
lations  and  services;  training;  committees 
of  expert  examiners  and  boards  of  civil- 
service  examiners;  wage  administration;  and 
processing,  recording,  and  reporting. 

In  other  words,  the  clause  which  I  of¬ 
fered  in  my  amendment  is  identical  with 
that  which  has  already  been  placed  in 
the  independent  offices  bill  by  the  House 
of  Representatives. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ!  Is  it  not  true  that  that 
language  was  placed  in  the  bill  on  the 
House  side? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Not  only  that,  but  by 
action  of  this  body  this  afternoon,  that 
bill  has  gone  back  to  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations.  So  we  do  not  know 
what  the  committee  will  report  to  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Let  me  say  that  such 
a  provision  is  also  in  Public  Law  759, 
Eighty-first  Congress,  second  session. 

Mr.  President,  this  agency  happens  to 
be  extremely  guilty  of  an  excessive  use 
of  persons  in  the  personnel  department. 
The  Williams  committee  in  its  report 
indicated  that  there  was  1  personnel 
officer  for  every  63  employees  in  the 
Federal  Security  Administration,  despite 
the  fact  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
said  that  the  proper  ratio  was  1  to  103, 
and  despite  the  fact  that  the  House 
Committee  on  Appropriations  and  the 
House  of  Representatives  as  a  whole 
believes  the  proper  ratio  to  be  1  to  115. 
The  Federal  Security  Agency  is  one  of 
the  worst  offenders  in  the  Government 
in  the  excessive  number  of  people  in  the 
personnel  department. 
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Mr.  President,  the  personnel  officers 
are  rapidly  becoming  the  dictators  of  this 
country  through  their  power  to  hire. 
They  are  able  to  manipulate  the  civil- 
service  laws  and  put  their  own  favorites 
in,  excluding  everyone  else.  They  hold 
the  power  of  life  and  death  over  the  em¬ 
ployees.  They  are  becoming  the  modern 
dictators  of  the  big  bureaucracy  which 
we  are  building  up. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  there 
cannot  be  any  question  whatever  about 
the  statement  made  by  the  Senator  from 
Illinois.  However,  I  still  want  the  Sen¬ 
ate  to  act  in  a  legal  and  proper  and 
constitutional  way.  Even  if  everything 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  says  is  cor¬ 
rect — 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Does  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  say  that  -  the  House 
has  acted  illegally? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Then,  if  it  was  proper 
for  the  House,  why  is  it  not  proper  for 
us? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  There  is  this  difference 
as  between  the  House  action  and  the 
Senate  action :  the  House  Committee  in¬ 
serted  the  language  in  the  bill.  Of 
course  the  Senate  could  not  raise  a  point 
of  order  with  respect  to  House  action, 
but  the  Senate  certainly  can  raise  a  point 
of  order  when  an  attempt  is  made  to 
change  the  legislative  process  with  re¬ 
spect  to  appropriation  bills. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
appeal  from  the  ruling  of  the  Chair,  and 
ask  for  a  division. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  I  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum  has  been  suggested. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  want  to  delay  matters  by  calling  for 
a  quorum.  I  am  not  .asking  for  a 
quorum,  but  I  am  asking  for  a  division 
among  those  Senators  who  are  present. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  IVES.  I  division  on  what? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  division  on  the 
question  as  to  whether  the  ruling  of  the 
Chair  was  correct. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is,  Shall  the  decision  of  the 
Chair  stand  as  the  judgment  of  the 
Senate? 

Does  the  Senator  from  Idaho  insist 
upon  his  suggestion  of  the  absence  of  a 
quorum? 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  I  withdraw  the 
suggestion  of  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  address  myself  to  my  colleague  from 
Illinois  for  a  moment. 

Quite  aside  from  the  effect  of  the  pro¬ 
posal  which  he  offers,  and  looking  at  it 
only  from  the  parliamentary  stand¬ 
point,  I  think  my  friend  will  agree  that, 
first  of  all,  the  amendment  does  impose 
an  additional  duty  in  that  someone  must 
make  the  determination  as  to  which 
employees  are  engaged  in  part-time 


work,  half-time  work,  and  so  forth. 
That  is  an  administrative  duty  which 
is  imposed  by  the  amendment;  and  if 
it  is,  of  course  it  is  clear  that  when  we 
add  additional  duties  the  amendment 
becomes  legislative  in  character.  My 
own  notion  is  that  the  ruling  of  the 
Chair  is  correct. 

My  friend  raises  the  question  as  to 
how  the  provision  got  into  the  House 
bill.  The  reason  for  that  is  very  simple. 
It  is  necessary  to  go  to  the  Rules  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  House  and  obtain  a  rule 
which  will  waive  all  points  of  order  with 
respect  to  an  appropriation  bill.  I  have 
not  the  slightest  doubt  that  that  was 
done  in  connection  with  the  Independ¬ 
ent  Offices  appropriation  bill. 

My  own  view,  strictly  from  the  parlia¬ 
mentary  standpoint,  is  that  the  ruling 
of  the  Chair  is  correct,  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  does  impose  added  duties,  and 
therefore  it  is  legislative  in  character. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
junior  Senator  from  Illinois  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  HILL.  Furthermore,  as  the 
junior  Senator  from  Illinois  will  con¬ 
firm,  the  rules  of  the  Senate  in  the  mat¬ 
ter  of  legislation  on  an  appropriation 
bill  are  stronger  than  are  the  rules  of 
the  House.  The  House  has  what  the 
junior  Senator  from  Illinois  will  recall 
as  the  Holman  rule,  I  believe,  which  pro¬ 
vides  that  if  legislation  is  written  in 
such  a  way  that  it  appears  on  the  face  of 
it  to  be  a  reduction  in  an  expenditure, 
even  though  it  be  legislation,  it  is  in 
order  in  the  House.  The  Senate  has  no 
such  rule.  In  other  words,  the  rules  of 
the  House  are  more  generous  and  more 
liberal  so  far  as  legislation  on  appro¬ 
priation  bills  is  concerned  than  are  the 
rules  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  a  division. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  I  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum  has  been  suggested, 
and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered  to 
their  names: 


Aiken. 

Green 

McMahon 

Bennett 

Hayden 

Monroney 

Benton 

Hendrickson 

Moody 

Brewster 

Hennings 

Morse 

Bricker 

Hickenlooper 

Mundt 

Bridges 

Hill 

Neely 

Butler,  Md. 

Hoey 

Nixon 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Holland 

O’Mahoney 

Byrd 

Iv.es 

Pastore 

Cain 

Jenner 

Robertson 

Carlson 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Russell 

Chavez 

Johnson,  Tex. 

SaltonstaU 

Clements 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Schoeppel 

Connally 

Kefauver 

Smathers 

Cordon 

Kerr 

Smith,  Maine 

Dirksen 

Kilgore 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Douglas 

Knowland 

Smith,  N.  C. 

Duff 

Langer 

Sparkman 

Dworshak 

Lehman 

Stennis 

Eastland 

Long 

Taft 

Ecton 

Magnuson 

Thye 

Ellender 

Malone 

Underwood 

Ferguson 

Maybank 

Watkins 

'Flanders 

McCarran 

Welker 

Frear 

McCarthy 

Wherry 

Fulbright 

McClellan 

Willi  am* 

George 

McFarland 

Young 

Gillette 

McKellar 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present. 


Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  a  question.  The  Senator  from 
Michigan  feels  that  the  amendment  un¬ 
der  discussion  is  a  good  amendment,  and 
a  similar  provision  is  in  the  independent 
offices  appropriation  bill.  The  President 
asked  for  it  in  his  budget,  as  appears  on 
page  143. 

Mr.  GHAVEZ.  It  makes  me  very  happy 
that  the  Senator  from  Michigan  pays 
attention  to  what  the  President  asks  for. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  When  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  agrees  with  the  President, 
naturally  he  pays  attention  to  him.  On 
a  number  of  items  he  agrees  with  the 
President. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  am  glad  we  are  non¬ 
partisan. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  This  provision  is  in 
the  budget  which  the  President  asked 
Congress  to  adopt.  I  know  of  no  reason 
why  it  was  not  recommended  as  a  part 
of  this  bill.  I  hope  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  will  not  insist  upon  the  point 
of  order,  but  will  allow  the  amendment 
to  become  a  part  of  the  bill,  so  that  it 
may  be  taken  to  conference.  As  I  have 
said,  a  similar  provision  is  now  in  the 
independent  offices  appropriation  bill, 
which  has  been  returned  to  the  commit¬ 
tee  by  unanimous  consent,  and  it  should 
have  been  included  in  this  bill. 

Let  me  read  from  the  budget  recom¬ 
mendation  for  independent  offices  for  the 
information  of  the  Senate: 

Sec.  (i09)  108.  No  part  of  any  appropria¬ 
tion  contained  in  this  title  shall  be  used  to 
pay  the  compensation  of  any  employee  en¬ 
gaged  in  personnel  work  in  excess  of  the 
number  that  would  be  provided  by  a  ratio 
of  1  such  employee  to  115,  or  a  part  thereof, 
full-time,  part-time,  and  intermittent  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  agency  concerned:  Provided, 
That  for  purposes  of  this  section  employees 
shall  be  considered  as  engaged  in  personnel 
work  if  they  spend  half  time  or  more  in  per¬ 
sonnel  administration  consisting  of  direc¬ 
tion  and  administration  of  the  personnel 
program;  employment,  placement,  and  sepa¬ 
ration;  job  evaluation  and  classification;  em¬ 
ployee  relations  and  services;  training;  com¬ 
mittees  of  expert  examiners  and  boards  of 
civil-service  examiners;  wage  administration; 
and  processing,  recording,  and  reporting. 

Mr.  President,  if  that  provision  is  to 
be  in  the  independent  offices  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  on  the  recommendation  of  the 
President,  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
feels  that  it  should  go  into  the  pending 
bill,  and  in  the  other  appropriation  bills, 
as  a  matter  of  course. 

Mr.  MOODY.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  say  a  word  in  support  of  what  my 
colleague  from  Michigan  has  just  stated. 
It  seems  to  me  that  the  method  sug¬ 
gested  of  making  reductions  in  specific 
items  is  the  proper  manner  in  which  to 
act  on  appropriation  bills.  I  hope  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  will  accept  the 
amendment  as  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  has  offered  it. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  thank  my  col¬ 
league  for  his  cooperation. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
sure  there  is  much  merit  in  the  sugges¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois,  as  ad¬ 
vocated  by  the  Senator  from  Michigan. 
The  only  point  I  am  attempting  to  make 
at  this  time  is  that  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  is  too  good  a  lawyer,  he  prac¬ 
ticed  law  too  long,  he  dispensed  justice 
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too  long,  to  approve  of  the  proposed  ac¬ 
tion.  That  being  the  case,  all  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  is  asking  was  that 
the  Senate  proceed  in  the  proper  and 
orderly  way,  legally.  * 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  minute? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Which  would  the 
Senator  prefer  to  have:  Justice  in  an  il¬ 
legal  way  or  injustice  in  a  legal  way? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  shall  answer  that  $65 
question  by  saying  that  I  would  rather 
have  justice. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  In  an  illegal  way? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No;  I  said  I  would 
rather  have  justice — either  in  a  legal  way 
or  in  an  illegal  way. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  So  the  Senator  would 
waive  technical  objections  to  this  amend¬ 
ment,  in  order  to  reach  the  consumma¬ 
tion  with  which  he  says  he  agrees.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes;  I  do  agree. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Does  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  remember  the  quota¬ 
tion  from  the  Merchant  of  Venice: 

To  do  a  great  right,  do  a  little  wrong, 
And  curb  this  cruel  tyrant  of  his  will. 

The  tyrant  in  this  case  is  the  waste¬ 
ful  bureaucrat,  the  tax  eater,  who  will 
eat  us  into  inflation  if  we  fail  to  curb  his 
appetite. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  do  not  remember  it, 
but  I  believe  in  it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Then,  is  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  willing  to  accept  the 
amendment? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  might  be  willing  to 
accept  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  if  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
would  be  willing  to  save  a  little  of  the 
money  that  is  spent  in  trying  to  obtain 
reductions  which  are  unsound,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee. 

If  the  Senator  from  Illinois  in  all  his 
goodness  and  patriotism  and  loyalty  to 
the  country  and  to  the  people  of  the 
country  would  cooperate  a  little  and 
Would  trust  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee,  which  also  is  trying  to  save  some 
money - 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  sure  the  com¬ 
mittee  is  doing  that.  We  simply  wish 
to  supplement  the  committee’s  splendid 
efforts  and  help  the  committee  to  do  still 
more  than  it  was  originally  able  to  do. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  fine.  I  am 
glad  the  Senator  from  Illinois  is  coop¬ 
erating  at  least  to  that  extent,  but  I 
should  like  to  have  this  bill  passed  so 
that  it  may  go  to  conference. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Will  the  Senator  ac¬ 
cept  the  amendment,  then? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Is  it  the  last  one  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  will  submit? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  No;  I  have  many 
more,  but  I  shall  submit  them  quickly. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Very  well;  I  accept 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  that  very  much. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Then  the 
point  cf  order  is  withdrawn. 

The  question  now  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Douglas!. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to,  as 

follows ; 


On  page  42,  after  line  15,  insert  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : 

Sec.  703.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  con¬ 
tained  in  this  act  shall  be  used  to  pay  the 
compensation  of  any  employee  engaged  in 
personnel  work  in  excess  of  the  number  that 
would  be  provided  by  a  ratio  of  1  such 
employee  to  115,  or  a  part  thereof,  full-time, 
part-time,  and  intermittent  employees  of 
the  agency  concerned:  Provided,  That  for 
purposes  of  this  section  employees  shall  be 
considered  as  engaged  in  personnel  work  if 
they  spend  half  time  or  more  in  personnel 
administration  consisting  of  direction  and 
administration  of  the  personnel  program; 
employment,  placement,  and  separation;  job 
evaluation  and  classification;  employee  rela¬ 
tions  and  services;  training;  committees  of 
expert  examiners  and  boards  of  civil-service 
examiners;  wage  administration;  and  pro¬ 
cessing,  recording,  and  reporting. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  and  send  to  the  desk  another  amend¬ 
ment,  which  I  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  14,  in  line 
20,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  “$20,017,- 
760”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$18,223,- 
261.” 

On  page  14,  line  23,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  “$19,847,760”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “$18,048,261.” 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  the 
purpose  of  the  amendment  is  to  reduce 
the  total  amount  of  the  appropriations 
for  Federal  aid  for  vocational  education 
by  $1,800,000.  I  am  not  insisting  that 
we  restore  the  strict  restriction  the 
House  imposed  when  it  provided  that  no 
money  whatever  could  be  used  for  dis¬ 
tributive  education. 

This  amendment  would  permit  the 
money  to  be  used  for  distributive  edu¬ 
cation — or,  in  other  words,  for  training 
in  selling,  although  I  do  not  think  much 
of  having  the  program  in  operation  right 
now — as  well  for  training  in  agriculture, 
industrial  arts,  and  home  economics.  In 
other  words,  the  amendment  would  per¬ 
mit  the  same  purposes  as  those  now  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  the  bill  to  be  carried  out, 
but  would  appropriate  $1,800,000  less,  or 
the  sum  total  which  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  appropriated. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Mississippi  for  a  question. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
seeking  to  obtain  the  floor  in  my  own 
right,  and  I  shall  attempt  to  obtain  it 
later,  after  the  Senator  from  Illinois  has 
concluded. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  know  whether  arrangements 
have  already  been  made  by  the  States 
for  setting  up  their  entire  educational 
systems  for  the  fiscal  year  which  is  about 
to  begin? 

Mx-.  DOUGLAS.  Certainly  the  House 
must  know  about  that,  and  it  is  always 
possible  to  readjust  such  arrangements. 

I  think  the  Senator  from  Ohio  has  in 
the  past  been  one  of  those  who  have 
objected  to  having  the  hands  of  Congress 
tied  by  administrative  arrangements 


made  prior  to  the  time  when  the  Con¬ 
gress  acts  on  the  appropriation  bills. 

Mr.  TAFT.  However,  I  know  that  in 
connection  with  highways,  for  instance, 
contracts  have  already  been  made  and 
commitments  have  been  made  a  full  year 
in  advance.  In  the  case  of  highways,  we 
cannot,  without  backing  out  from  the 
contracts,  reduce  the  appropriations  for 
the  fiscal  year  which  is  about  to  begin. 

I  am  asking  whether  the  same  is  true  in 
the  case  of  the  vocational  education  sys¬ 
tem.  I  do  not  know;  but,  of  course,  the 
State  legislatures  have  already  met  and 
have  made  their  appropriations  for  the 
fiscal  year  beginning  July  1.  Although 
we  may  make  cuts  in  the  appropriations 
for  the  following  fiscal  year,  I  am  not 
sure  that  we  can  make  cuts  in  the  ap¬ 
propriations  for  this  year  for  this  pur¬ 
pose  without  violating  the  contracts 
which  have  been  made  with  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
always  taken  the  position  that  the  United 
States  Congress,  not  the  administrative 
officials  of  the  Government,  is  the  proper 
appropriating  body.  The  administrative 
officials  make  tentative  arrangements 
and  tentative  contracts  which  always  are 
subject  to  ratification  by  the  Congress, 
which  may  or  may  not  decide  to  appro¬ 
priate  sufficient  funds  to  make  those 
arrangements  good. 

If  we  do  not  retain  that  right,  we  sur¬ 
render  all  control  over  appropriation 
items  and  we  virtually  turn  that  control 
over  to  the  administrative  officials,  with¬ 
out  retaining  the  power  to  act. 

It  is  perfectly  possible  for  the  States 
to  reduce  their  expenditures,  either  by 
spending  $1,800,000  less  or  by  going 
through  with  their  present  program  on 
a  scale  which  would  give  them  about  a 
90 -percent  reimbursement,  instead  of  a 
100-percent  reimbursement;  and  they 
could  either  spend  up  to  the  amount  of 
their  appropriations  or  could  turn  back 
into  the  Treasury  the  amounts  not  spent. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  think  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  misinterprets  the  situation. 
There  is  no  question  of  having  Congress 
lose  authority.  The  situation  is  that 
the  Congress  authorized  the  States  to 
proceed  in  such  a  way  as  to  constitute 
the  making  of  contracts  with  the  Federal 
Government.  I  do  not  think  we  should 
repudiate  those  agreements. 

We  may  make  changes  in  the  appro¬ 
priations  and  programs  for  the  next 
year;  but  today  the  State  legislatures 
have  adjourned,  after  having  set  up  their 
systems  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning  the 
1st  of  July.  In  any  event,  the  State  leg¬ 
islatures  cannot  be  called  back  to  change 
the  arrangements  which  now  have  been 
made  for  the  new  fiscal  year. 

I  simply  ask  whether  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  has  examined  the  situation  in 
regard  to  vocational  education.  I  have 
examined  the  situation  in  respect  to  the 
highway  appropriations;  but  I  do  not 
know  about  the  situation  in  respect  to 
vocational  education,  and  I  think  that 
point  should  be  considered. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  a  question.  The 
reduction  proposed  by  this  amendment 
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is  the  same  in  amount  as  the  reduction 
made  by  the  House  of  Representatives, 
but  the  House  added  a  further  restric¬ 
tion,  which  is  not  included  in  my  amend¬ 
ment,  namely,  that  no  funds  should  be 
spent  for  so-called  distributive  educa¬ 
tion.  The  Members  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  are  very  competent  gentle¬ 
men.  The  members  of  the  House  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  are  probably 
quite  expert  in  regard  to  this  matter, 
particularly  inasmuch  as  the  House 
specializes  more  in  appropriations  than 
the  Senate  does.  I  am  certain  that  the 
Members  of  the  House  must  have  exam¬ 
ined  this  matter  very  carefully.  If  they 
reach  this  conclusion,  it  seems  to  me 
that  it  is  almost  prima  facie  that  they 
are  correct. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  wish  to  call  attention 
to  the  fact  that  the  State  legislatures 
have  now  adjourned,  and  it  will  be  im¬ 
possible  for  them  to  make  adjustments 
on  the  basis  of  this  bill,  without  holding 
special  sessions — provided,  of  course, 
that  the  arrangements  have  been  legal¬ 
ly  made. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  for  the  reinforcement  he 
has  given  me. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Does  not  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  know  that  the  Senate  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  passed  on  the 
very  matter  on  which  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  passed,  and  the  Senate 
committee  recommended  that  the  figure 
now  set  forth  in  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  be  included  in  the  bill? 

However,  the  Senator’s  amendment 
would  seek  to  change  the  figure  which 
has  been  voted  by  the  Senate  committee, 
by  striking  it  out  and  inserting,  instead, 
the  amount  voted  by  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives.  Is  not  that  correct? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  correct.  My 
amendment,  if  adopted,  would  result  in 
saving  $1,800,000  in  the  appropriation 
for  vocational  education.  It  could  be 
made  in  distributive  education,  for  edu¬ 
cation  in  selling,  or  it  could  be  made  on 
an  over-all  basis. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Does  not  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  recall  that  last  year  we 
fought  out  this  matter;  and  after  the 
Senate  voted  three  times — the  last  time 
by  an  overwhelming  vote — the  Senate 
approved  this  fund,  under  the  George- 
Barden  Act? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  still  hoping  that 
we  shall  be  able  to  save  on  this  item. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  authorization  for 
the  item  for  vocational  education  is  $29,- 
500,000.  The  Budget  Bureau  did  not 
recommend  the  full  authorization  It 
recommended  $20,017,760.  For  what 
purpose?  For  vocational  education,  a 
program  which  had  been  authorized  by 
the  Congress.  Very  well.  The  House 
cut  the  item  down  to  the  figure  to  which 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  wTould  now  cut  it.  But  the  Sen¬ 


ate  committee  did  not  feel  that  the 
House  had  done  the  proper  thing,  and 
we  restored  only  the  budget  figure.  We 
did  not  go  as  far  as  the  authorization  of 
$29, 000, 000-plus,  but  only  to  the  extent 
of  $20,017,760;  and  for  a  noble  purpose. 
I  may  say  that  every  time  1  cent  is  cut 
from  a  vocational  educational  training 
program  for  those  who  need  it,  it  does 
not  represent  real  economy,  for  it  i3 
keeping  someone  from  becoming  a  pro¬ 
ducer,  it  is  keeping  someone  from  be¬ 
coming  a  taxpayer.  That  is  the  only 
reason  for  our  being  opposed  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  for  putting  his  objec¬ 
tion  to  my  amendment  on  the  ground  of 
policy  rather  than  on  the  ground  of 
legality,  as  was  the  case  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ohio.  If  I  may  clinch  the 
argument  against  the  Senator  from 
Ohio,  it  is  this :  If  the  Budget  Bureau  in 
January  thought  it  legal  to  cut  the  au¬ 
thorization  from  $29,000,000  to  a  little 
over  $20,000,000,  then  certainly  it  was 
legal  for  the  House  in  April  to  cut  it  fur¬ 
ther  to  the  extent  of  $1,800,000,  and  it  is 
similarly  legal  for  the  Senate  now,  in 
June,  to  adopt  the  House  figure  of 
$1,800,000  below  the  budget  figure.  So 
I  am  glad  that  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  approves  of  the  legal  position  of 
the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

On  the  question  of  policy,  I  may  say 
we  are  in  an  emergency.  We  must  save 
from  $4,000,000,000  to  $5,000,000,000  at 
a  minimum,  and  although,  when  each 
item  comes  up,  we  think  of  the  good 
which  the  expenditure  of  that  amount 
will  accomplish,  we  must  always  keep 
in  mind  as  the  overruling  consideration 
the  tremendous  need  of  economy,  and 
the  fact  that  we  have  to  cut  the  budget 
$4,000,000,000  or  $5,000,000,000,  or  we 
shall  have  inflation. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  am  not  completely 
in  agreement  with  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  as  to  the  Senator  from  Ohio’s  being 
in  error  as  to  his  legal  conclusion,  be¬ 
cause,  while  it  is  true  that  the  House 
had  the  legal  authority  to  cut  the  ap¬ 
propriation  from  $20,000,000  to  $18,000,- 
000,  or  to  $3,000,000,  and  there  is  no 
Question  as  to  the  legal  authority  of  the 

House  to  do  that - 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  There  is  no  question 
of  the  legal  authority  of  the  Senate  to 
do  it,  either. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Then  we  are  together 
on  that. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  We  are  together.  But 
what  the  Senator  from  Ohio  stated  is 
correct.  The  State  legislatures  meet  but 
once  every  2  years.  The  Senate  and  the 
House  of  Representatives  are  not  the 
only  appropriative  bodies  in  the  coun¬ 
try.  Every  State  of  the  Union  has  a 
legislative  body  which  appropriates 
money  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out 
the  functions  of  State  government.  De¬ 
pending  upon  the  program  which  the 
Federal  Government  is  carrying  out,  the 
States  make  their  appropriations.  In 
New  Mexico,  for  instance,  for  highways. 


the  State  government  authorizes  an  ex¬ 
penditure.  The  Federal  Government 
authorizes  an  expenditure  of  $500,000,- 
000  a  year  to  be  spent  throughout  the 
country  as  a  contribution  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  to  the  building  cf  a 
highway  system.  The  contributions  of 
the  Government  must  be  matched  by 
the  individual  States.  In  the  instance 
of  vocational  training,  to  a  certain  ex¬ 
tent  the  Federal  Government’s  contri¬ 
butions  must  be  matched  by  the  indi¬ 
vidual  States,  and  that  is  why  the  indi¬ 
vidual  States  must  know  what  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  going  to  do  about  this  par¬ 
ticular  matter. 

Mr.  DOUGI'AS.  Mr.  President,  there 
is  a  difference  in  the  point  of  view.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  feels  that  this  cut 
of  $1,800,000  should  be  made,  while  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  feels  that  it 
should  not  be  made.  I  do  not  wish  to 
take  too  much  time.  Unless  there  is 
more  discussion,  I  suggest  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  vote  on  the  question. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  support  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  on  this  particular  amend¬ 
ment.  I  wonder  whether  he  is  aware  of 
the  statement  which  appears  in  the 
House  report  to  the  effect  that  the  real 
idea  in  the  minds  of  the  Budget  Bureau 
at  the  time  this  budget  was  prepared 
was  that,  under  the  George-Barden  Act, 
there  should  be  only  about  $10,000  000 
employed  for  regular  vocational  educa¬ 
tion,  and  that  the  remainder  should  be 
used  solely  for  vocational  education  in 
defense  fields.  The  House  itself  changed 
that,  put  it  back  under  the  George- 
Barden  funds,  and  appropriated  approx¬ 
imately  $1,790,000  less  than  the  budget 
figure.  That  much  was  eliminated,  be¬ 
cause  that  amount  was  intended  to  be 
used  for  education  in  the  field  of  em¬ 
ployment  in  retail  establishments.  Dis¬ 
tributive  education  means  nothing  more 
than  that,  as  I  understand. 

If  the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  should  prevail  all  the  funds 
which  otherwise  would  have  been  di¬ 
vided  substantially  half  and  half,  would 
go  to  the  George-Barden  fund  and 
real  vocational  education.  I  am  sure 
the  country  can  limp  along  during  the 
emeigency  and  let  the  retail  establish¬ 
ments  train  their  own  help,  as  they  have 
done  in  the  past. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  wish  to  thank  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  for  his  very  elo¬ 
quent  support  of  my  proposal. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Georgia  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  I  wish  to  make  a 
statement  regarding  this  matter.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  entirely  in  error. 
He  has  wholly  misconceived  the  George- 
Barden  act  and  the  various  other  educa¬ 
tional  acts.  The  act  itself  provides  for 
vocational  education.  There  are  vari¬ 
ous  subjects  which  can  be  taught.  Dis¬ 
tributive  education  is  simply  one  sub¬ 
ject  which  may  be  taught  under  it.  The 
authorization  made  by  the  Congress  is 
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$29,500,000  for  the  total  program.  The 
Congress  has  never  appropriated  it,  be¬ 
cause,  when  it  would  have  been  appro¬ 
priated,  no  doubt,  war  was  in  progress, 
and  there  was  not  a  sufficient  number  of 
trained  vocational  education  teachers  in 
the  country  to  take  care  of  the  schools 
which  the  States  wished  to  establish. 
But  never  has  50  percent  of  the  total 
amount  appropriated  been  used  for  dis¬ 
tributive  education. 

Mr.  CORDON.  The  Senator  from 
Oregon  did  not  make  any  such  state¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  I  understood  the 
Senator  to  make  it.  What  happened  was 
that  someone  in  the  executive  branch  of 
the  Government  decided  to  turn  half  of 
the  money  over  to  the  Department  of 
Labor.  I  wish- to  speak  plainly.  I  pro¬ 
tested  against  it,  and  when  I  protested 
against  it,  a  change  actually  resulted 
from  that  protest;  so  that  the  amount 
appropriated  goes  for  vocational  educa¬ 
tion,  including  home  economics,  agricul¬ 
tural  training,  training  on  the  farm,  and 
mechanical  training,  and  numerous 
other  items. 

I  do  not  know  whose  bright  idea  it  was, 
but  the  first  I  learned  about  it  was  that 
they  desired  about  $20,000,000  be  appro¬ 
priated,  but  with  the  provision  that  only 
$10,000,000  of  it  should  be  used  for  voca¬ 
tional  education,  the  remainder  to  be 
used  for  some  type  of  training  under  the 
Department  of  Labor.  Following  the 
protest,  which  resulted  in  a  restoration 
of  the  fund,  the  House  cut  the  appropria¬ 
tion  down  a  little  below  the  budget  esti¬ 
mate. 

As  I  understand,  what  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Illinois  is  under¬ 
taking  to  do  is  to  cut  the  appropriation 
to  the  amount  the  House  provided.  If 
I  misunderstood  the  Senator,  I  regret  it, 
but  I  understood  him  to  say  that  this 
appropriation  for  vocational  education 
was  as  much  as  was  recommended  by 
the  budget,  which  is  not  true  at  all. 

Mi-.  CORDON.  Mr.  President  will  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CORDON.  The  Senator  from 
Georgia  wholly  misunderstood  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon.  The  statement  of 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  was  that  the 
Bureau  had  told  the  House  it  intended 
to  take  one-half  of  the  amount  of  the 
budget  recommendation,  which  was 
$20,017,760,  and  divert  it  from  regular 
vocational  education  into  special  train¬ 
ing  in  the  defense  scene,  and  that  the 
House  refused  to  accept  that  type  of 
division  or  distribution,  and  insisted  on 
the  full  amount  for  the  purposes  of  the 
George -Barden  Act  with  reference  to 
vocational  education. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CORDON.  The  rejection  by  the 
House  represented  a  reduction  of  the 
grant  which  had  been  justified  for  voca¬ 
tional  education  in  the  so-called  distrib¬ 
utive  industries.  In  my  opinion,  in  this 
day  and  in  this  emergency,  we  could 
eliminate  that  particular  segment  of 
vocational  education  without  serious 
detriment  to  the  economy.  I  shall,  there¬ 
fore  support  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
in  his  amendment.  The  Senator  from 
Georgia  misunderstood  my  statement. 


Mr.  GEORGE.  It  is  the  privilege  of 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  to  support  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Illinois  in  his 
amendment,  but  we  are  asked  to  change 
the  law  of  the  land  through  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  which  the  Senate  should 
not  be  permited  to  do,  because  the  act 
itself  authorizes  vocational  education  in 
agriculture,  in  mechanics,  and  in  dis¬ 
tributive  industry. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Oregon. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
through  an  appropriation  bill,  through 
practically  every  appropriation  bill 
which  comes  to  the  floor,  by  limitation, 
in  most  instances  by  language  written 
by  the  House,  Congress  has  varied  tem¬ 
porarily  the  application  of  substantive 
law  in  order  to  work  the  will  of  Congress 
in  attempting  to  stay  within  its  ability 
to  pay? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  from 
Oregon  has  had  vastly  more  experience 
in  this  body  than  I  have  had.  However, 
I  know  what  the  answer  would  be,  name¬ 
ly,  that  Congress  has  very  frequently 
been  convinced  that  if  it  did  not  do  that 
it  would  lose  all  ability  to  vary  appropria¬ 
tions  according  to  conditions.  What  we 
now  have  is  a  tremendous  Federal  budget 
not  originally  contemplated  when  the  act 
yras  passed.  The  Senator  from  Oregon 
and  the  Senator  from  Illinois  are  trying 
to  lighten  the  burden  of  the  ship  as  it 
struggles  through  the  heavy  storm. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Let  me  point  out  that 
in  all  the  debate  so  far  there  has  been 
no  attack  made  on  this  program - 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  only  refrained 
from  it  because  of  politeness. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  further? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  point  out  that  no 
attack  is  being  made  on  the  program. 
It  should  be  permitted  to  stand  on  its 
merits.  I  cannot  understand  why  a  pro¬ 
gram  which  is  so  important,  and  which 
has  received  so  much  praise  and  so  little 
criticism  as  has  the  vocational  educa¬ 
tion  program,  should  have  this  trouble 
every  year.  The  appropriation  pertains 
to  a  very  small  part  of  the  program  un¬ 
der  the  George-Barden  Act.  It  is  a  part 
of  the  program  which  will  affect  my 
State.  I  am  interested  in  the  program 
primarily  because  vocational  education 
includes  agriculture  and  home  eco¬ 
nomics.  I  have  ascertained  that  a  very 
fine  phase  of  the  program  has  been  de¬ 
veloped. 

The  amount  involved  is  only  $1,794,- 
499,  and  that  is  to  be  distributed  among 
48  States  and  3  Territories.  It  is  the 
smallest  part  of  the  entire  program.  I 
think  the  amendment  in  the  first  in¬ 
stance  was  designed  as  an  attack  on  that 
part  of  the  program,  because  it  original¬ 
ly  provided  that  no  part  of  the  appro¬ 
priation  should  be  available  for  voca¬ 
tional  education  in  distributive  occupa¬ 
tions.  I  understand  the  Senator  has 


now  abandoned  that  restrictive  part  of 
his  amendment. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  from 
Mississippi  perhaps  did  not  hear  the 
amendment  as  it  was  read.  It  involves 
merely  a  reduction  in  the  total.  With 
respect  to  training  in  selling  ribbons  and 
groceries,  I  do  not  think  that  is  a  proper 
use  of  Federal  funds  at  the  present  time. 
While  I  am  for  the  welfare  state  under 
certain  conditions,  I  do  not  think  that 
is  the  most  economical  way  for  us  to 
effect  that  purpose. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  yielding  to  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi,  and  then  I 
shall  be  glad  to  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Oregon. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Under  the  present 
rules  the  only  way  a  Senator  may  have 
an  opportunity  to  speak  while  another 
Senator  has  the  floor  is  to  have  him 
yield.  That  is  why  I  am  interrupting  the 
Senator  from  Illinois. 

The  amendment  originally  provided 
that  no  part  of  this  money,  it  makes 
no  difference  how  much  or  how  little, 
should  be  used  in  connection  with  the 
distributive  program.  So  I  say  a  great 
deal  of  the  attack  is  made  upon  that 
phase  of  the  program  which  falls  under 
the  George-Barden  Act. 

I  submit  the  proof  shows  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  is  worth  while.  It  is  small,  it  is 
true,  but  it  is  serving  a  very  good  pur¬ 
pose.  For  the  benefit  of  those  who  hap¬ 
pen  not  to  be  familiar  with  it,  it  operates 
to  place  high-school  students,  while  they 
are  still  in  school,  in  some  kind  of  em¬ 
ployment  within  large  cities,  particularly 
in  small  businesses  that  do  not  have  the 
means  or  the  funds  to  provide  their  own 
training  schools.  Every  spring  thousands 
of  youngsters  come  out  of  high  schools 
and  junior  colleges  who  have  had  no  con¬ 
tact  with  affairs  of  business  and  eco¬ 
nomic  life  where  they  reside.  The  train¬ 
ing  gives  them  an  opportunity,  through 
the  high  schools  particularly,  to  find  con¬ 
tacts  and  get  the  touch  and  the  feel  of 
things.  Many  of  them  graduate  and  be¬ 
gin  earning  their  living  within  24  hours 
after  they  graduate. 

I  apologize  for  taking  so  much  time. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  want  to  be  placed  in  the  light  of 
farming  out  the  time  to  other  Senators, 
and  I  do  not  want  Senators  to  be  re¬ 
stricted  in  their  speeches.  I  merely  re¬ 
ply  to  the  Senator  from  Mississippi,  and 
then  I  shall  yield  the  floor  on  this  point 
with  the  hope  that  we  can  proceed  to 
a  vote. 

We  are  in  a  very  grave  situation.  We 
are  facing  a  deficit  of  $5,000,000,000,  even 
if  we  pass  a  $7,500,000,000  tax  bill.  We 
have  scrutinized  each  item  to  see 
whether,  in  view  of  the  impending  defi¬ 
cit,  we  should  spend  the  amounts  of 
money  requested.  We  are  asked  to  ap¬ 
propriate  approximately  $20,000,000,  of 
which  $1,800,000  is  for  distributive  edu¬ 
cation.  What  is  distributive  education? 
It  is  the  training  of  salesgirls  and  sales¬ 
men  to  sell  more  effectively  ribbons,  dry 
goods,  groceries,  and  so  forth. 

I  submit  that  so  far  as  high-school 
students  are  concerned,  it  would  be 
much  better  to  train  them  in  composi- 
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tion,  arithmetic,  penmanship,  health, 
and  kindred  subjects.  A  general  edu¬ 
cation  would  prepare  them  better  than 
a  lot  of  useless  courses  in  selling.  There 
is  nothing  that  has  given  us  a  cheaper 
standard  than  has  this  emphasis  upon 
selling.  It  would  be  much  better  if  we 
were  more  expert  with  our  hands,  could 
raise  crops  more  effectively,  could  make 
things  more  effectively,  instead  of  try¬ 
ing  to  put  something  over  on  the  next 
fellow.  I  know  it  will  be  said  that  dis¬ 
tributive  education  does  more  than  that, 
but  we  can  protect  ourselves  against  the 
source  of  cheapening  of  American  life 
if  we  reduce  the  emphasis  upon  selling. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ  and  Mr.  SALTON- 
STALL  addressed  the  chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield;  and,  if 
so,  to  whom? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  have  concluded, 
and  I  think  I  should  yield  the  floor  and 
let  other  Senators  speak  in  their  own 
right. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVES.  Mr.  President,  I  desire 
to  answer  the  Senator  from  Illinois.  It 
is  very  fine  to  have  published  in  some 
great  metropolitan  newspaper  that  we 
are  saving  millions  of  dollars.  I  hope 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  will  listen  to 
testimony  given  before  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  which  I  propose  to  read.  Will  my 
good  friend  from  Illinois  listen  to  the 
testimony  of  a.  young  high-school  girl, 
an  average  American  girl?  Possibly  it 
was  not  published  in  any  of  the  metro¬ 
politan  newspapers  of  Illinois.  I  am 
speaking  now  of  testimony  submitted  be¬ 
fore  the  subcommittee  of  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  by  a  young  high- 
school  girl,  not  interested  in  the  social 
state,  not  interested  in  communism,  but 
a  typical,  average,  country  girl  from  the 
South.  I  read  the  statement  of  Miss 
Nellie  Towns,  office  manager,  Wyatts’, 
Inc.,  of  Rome,  Ga.  She  was  introduced 
by  Mr.  H.  F.  George,  son  and  admin¬ 
istrative  assistant  of  the  senior  Senator 
from  Georgia. 

I  shall  read  the  statement  of  this 
young  lady  from  Rome,  Ga.,  so  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  will  realize  that  we 
are  not  looking  for  the  social  state,  but 
have  in  mind  affording  opportunities 
for  American  young  people: 

Statement  op  Miss  Nellie  Towns,  Office 
Manager,  Wyatts’,  Inc.,  Eome,  Ga. 
Senator  Chavez.  Would  you  care  to  read 
your  statement  for  the  record? 

Miss  Towns.  Yes,  I  shall  be  glad  to  do  so. 
Senator  Chavez.  You  sit  down  there  by 
Senator  Humphrey  and  give  him  a  break. 

Senator  Humphrey.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man. 

Senator  Chavez.  You  may  proceed  in  your 
own  way.  yve  are  very  informal  here. 

This  is  a  young  lady  who  represents  a 
cross-section  of  fine  young-  American 
people. 

Miss  Towns.  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen 
of  the  committee,  my  name  is  Nellie  Towns, 
of  Rome,  Ga. 

I  am  a  graduate  of  the  Rome  High  School. 

I  received  vocational  training  in  one  of  the 
many  distributive  occupations. 

I  appear  here  to  plead  with  you  to  restore 
this  phase  of  vocational  education  to  the 


appropriation  bill,  H.  R.  3709,  and  the  funds 
which  are  necessary  if  the  program  is  to  be 
continued.  I  am  here  representing  the 
thousands  of  former  distributive  education 
students  to  whom  this  program  has  meant 
so  much. 

In  the  fall  of  1946  I  went  to  see  Miss  Fran¬ 
ces  Beal,  coordinator  of  distributive  educa¬ 
tion  in  my  school,  about  enrolling  in  this 
phase  of  vocational  education.  I  had  worked 
that  summer  at  McLellan’s  Variety  Store, 
and  through  this  experience,  knew  that  I 
wanted  to  prepare  to  stay  in  the  distributive 
field. 

My  father,  an  employee  of  the  Rome 
Hosiery  Mill — 

He  was  one  of  the  run-of-the-mine 
citizens,  as  one  may  say,  a  man  trying 
to  earn  a  living  in  Georgia,  trying  to  con¬ 
tribute  his  life  in  order  to  be  of  some 
service  to  his  fellow  men  and  to  society. 

My  father,  an  employee  of  the  Rome 
Hosiery  Mill,  was  having  difficulty  in  meeting 
the  increased  cost  of  living. 

Is  that  not  grand?  This  little  young 
lady  was  trying  to  take  advantage  of  a 
program  which  was  authorized  by  her 
Congress,  in  order  to  help  her  father,  who 
was  having  difficulty  in  meeting  his  fam¬ 
ily  obligations. 

And  I  felt  that,  through  this  part-time 
school  and  work  plan  I  could  not  only  assure 
myself  of  an  education  but  also  help  to  de¬ 
fray  my  own  expenses  and  at  the  same  time 
prepare  myself  for  earning  a - 

What?— 
a  living. 

So  that  she  would  not  be  a  charge  upon 
society,  so  that  she  could  be  self-suffi¬ 
cient,  and  contribute  her  share  to  the 
American  way  of  life. 

There  was  one  store  in  Rome  in  particular 
in  which  I  wanted  to  work — Wyatts’,  Inc. 
This  is  a  specialty  store  which  sells  gifts, 
silver,  china — 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  appears  to 
be  rather  ill  at  ease  because  a  young 
girl  dares  to  sell  her  labor,  and  that  labor 
may  perhaps  be  selling  a  gift  which 
might  go  to  a  girl  who  is  going  to  be 
married.  What  is  there  embarrassing 
about  that?  The  merchants  of  this 
country  have  made  the  country  by  con¬ 
tributing  their  salesmanship,  yes,  even 
in  gift  shops,  and  in  selling  ribbons. 
I  know  of  girls,  honest  and  reliable, 
who  possibly  have  contribute  as  much 
as  any  others  to  womanhood  and  to 
motherhood — perhaps  some  of  them  are 
the  mothers  of  soldiers  who  are  dying 
in  Korea — who  were  in  the  distributing 
business,  working,  yes,  for  Kahns  and  for 
Epsteins  and  other  merchants  through¬ 
out  the  country.  It  was  commerce  and 
trade  that  made  the  country  wffiat  it  was 
in  the  old  days  in  New  England,  and  that 
in  the  Southwest,  my  own  section  of  the 
country,  contributed  heavily  to  the  win¬ 
ning  of  the  West. 

During  my  senior  year  I  received  training 
In  several  of  the  store  departments,  including 
some  office  work  within  this  retail  store. 

What  was  she  doing?  Was  she  asking 
Uncle  Sam  for  the  social  state,  or  was 
she  only  taking  advantage  of  the  fact 
that  Congress  had  passed  sound  legis¬ 
lation? 

I  am  proud  of  the  fact  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  George]  spon¬ 
sored  the  George-Barden  Act,  which 


makes  it  possible  for  those  who  cannot 
afford  to  go  to  the  University  of  Illinois 
or  the  University  of  Chicago,  still  to  go 
to  a  little  trade  school  in  Rome,  Ga.,  and 
learn  to  earn  their  own  living.  I  think 
we  had  better  take  care  of  the  sticks,  as 
it  were.  We  had  better  take  care  of  the 
descendants  of  the  pioneer  mothers;  yes, 
even  in  selling  ribbons. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Not  on  the  subject  of 
selling  ribbons. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  "When  I  had  the  floor 
I  yielded  to  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  think  it  is  just  as 
honorable  to  sell  ribbons  as  it  is  to  teach 
in  the  University  of  Chicago. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Do  I  understand  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  to  say  that  my 
amendment  is  against  motherhood? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  do  not  know  what  I 
would  understand  as  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  in  that 
respect. 

The  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Hill] 
addressed  the  young  lady.  He  said: 

You  spoke  of  your  good  father.  What 
work  does  he  do  In  the  mill? 

In  the  mill,  not  in  a  university,  not  in 
a  bank,  not  in  a  big  industrial  plant.  He 
was  working  in  a  mill  in  Georgia. 

Miss  Towns.  He  is  a  watchman  at  the  mill. 

Senator  Hill.  How  far  is  it  from  the  Ala¬ 
bama  line? 

Miss  Towns.  Not  very  far. 

Senator  Hill.  You  speak  like  an  Ala¬ 
bamian,  and  that  is  enough  for  me. 

Senator  Thye — 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota,  as  fine 
a  citizen  as  ever  contributed  to  the  wis¬ 
dom — or  otherwise — of  this  body,  repre¬ 
sented  the  minority  side. 

Senator  Thye.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  best  rec¬ 
ommendation  that  could  possibly  be  made 
for  the  full  appropriation  is  what  this  young 
lady  has  Just  said. 

Senator  Chavez.  She  is  very  convincing. 

Miss  Towns.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  could  read  from  the  testimony  of  a 
little  country  girl  living  in  West  Vir¬ 
ginia — not  the  type  whose  father  could 
afford  to  spend  $3,000  to  send  her  to  a 
great  finishing  school,  but  the  kind  who 
is  doing  what  the  average  person  does, 
namely,  meeting  the*  circumstances  of 
the  moment  in  an  American  way.  This 
little  girl  is  from  Clay,  W.  Va. - 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HILL.  I  think  the  Senator  might 
well  bring  to  the  attention  of  the  Senate 
the  fact  that  Miss  Nellie  Towns,  the 
young  lady  from  Rome,  Ga.,  whom  he 
has  been  quoting,  finished  the  distribu¬ 
tive-education  course  in  a  local  high 
school.  She  worked  in  the  office  for  1 
year.  The  next  year  she  wTas  promoted 
to  the  position  of  assistant  office  man¬ 
ager,  and  the  following  year  she  became 
manager  of  the  office.  Does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  think  that  if  that  young  lady  had 
not  had  the  advantages  of  this  training 
and  the  benefits  which  accrued  to  her 
under  the  George-Barden  Act,  she  could 
ever  have  made  the  progress  she  did  and 
become  what  she  has  become? 
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Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  was  the  only  op¬ 
portunity  she  had  to  advance.  Her 
father  was  not  in  a  position  to  send  her 
to  the  University  of  Georgia.  Her  fa¬ 
ther  was  not  in  a  position  to  send  her 
to  any  university,  so  she  did  the  next 
best  thing.  In  olden  days  one  would  be¬ 
come  an  apprentice — perhaps  to  a 
plumber,  a  carpenter,  a  butcher,  or 
someone  in  some  other  trade.  Through 
work,  and  by  reason  of  help  and  coop¬ 
eration,  and  being  allowed  the  opportu¬ 
nity  to  improve  herself,  this  young  lady 
has  advanced  without  the  necessity  of 
the  social  state  taking  care  of  her. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HILL.  I  think  no  one  could  have 
heard  this  little  lady  testify  without 
being  impressed.  I  believe  no  one  could 
have  seen  her  on  the  stand  and  heard 
her  words  and  noted  her  speech  and  at¬ 
titude,  and  had  the  opportunity  to  make 
an  estimate  of  her  character  and  her 
fine  citizenship  without  being  impressed 
with  the  thought  that  she  must  have 
fine  parents. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  HILL.  That  thought  came  to  me 
as  she  testified.  I  asked  her  what  work 
her  father  was  engaged  in.  She  replied 
that  he  was  a  watchman  at  the  mill. 
How  much  better  was  her  position  as 
manager  of  the  office  than  the  position 
of  watchman.  I  could  not  help  but  feel 
that  the  father  had  not  had  this  op¬ 
portunity.  There  was  no  vocational  edu¬ 
cation  when  her  father  was  coming 
along.  There  was  no  opportunity  for 
him  to  train  and  educate  and  prepare 
himself  to  be  the  manager  of  the  office, 
whereas  this  young  lady  had  such  an 
opportunity  and  took  advantage  of  it. 
She  became,  not  a  watchman  at  the 
plant,  but  the  office  manager  of  the 
plant. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  The  case  of  the 
girl  which  the  Senator  has  recited  is  re¬ 
flected  over  and  over  again  in  my  mail. 
During  the  consideration  of  the  bill  I 
received  many  letters  from  buyers  in 
department  stores,  specialty  shops,  and 
ready-to-wear  shops.  They  were  let¬ 
ters  from  girls  who  were  then  enjoy¬ 
ing  high  incomes  because  of  this  train¬ 
ing.  They  gave  full  credit  to  this  train¬ 
ing  program  for  their  progress. 

I  cannot  see  that  this  is  merely  a  pro¬ 
gram  designed  to  help  someone  sell  rib¬ 
bons.  There  are  three  branches  to  our 
production  in  this  country,  namely,  agri¬ 
culture,  industry,  and  distribution.  Un¬ 
less  we  have  a  distributive  industry,  the 
other  two  branches  can  go  sour  when 
times  become  a  little  bad. 

About  90  percent  of  the  little  busi¬ 
nesses  in  the  small  towns  in  the  State  of 
Oklahoma — and  I  am  sure  the  same 
situation  must  prevail  in  Illinois  and  in 
other  States — are  in  the  retail  trade. 
What  chance  does  a  boy  or  girl  have  to 
find  a  future  better  than  that  of  being  a 
day  laborer  unless  he  is  given  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  improve  his  vocational  educa¬ 
tion  through  the  distributive  trades? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  was  the  philos¬ 
ophy  behind  the  George-Barden  Act. 


Mr.  MONRONEY.  Exactly  so. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  purpose  was  to 
afford  an  opportunity  to  those  who,  un¬ 
der  our  economic  system,  would  not 
otherwise  have  had  the  opportunity. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  The  States  must 
appreciate  this  program,  because  they 
must  spend  more  than  $2  of  their  own 
money  for  every  dollar  of  Federal  funds 
they  use.  If  we  strike  out  the  appropri¬ 
ation  of  Federal  funds,  we  invite  the 
States  to  discontinue  the  program. 
They  must  feel  that  it  is  a  good  program. 
They  are  close  to  it.  They  have  seen 
the  progress  which  has  been  made.  I 
cannot  help  but  feel  that  we  shall  be 
bettering  industry  and  bettering  the  op¬ 
portunities  of  boys  and  girls  to  work 
their  way  through  high  school  if  we  con¬ 
tinue  this  program,  which  was  con¬ 
tinued  throughout  World  War  II. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
appeal  to  the  galleries,  but  the  visitors 
in  the  galleries  represent  a  fine  cross- 
section  of  the  American  people.  I  want 
to  tell  them  the  story  of  another  little 
girl  who,  without  the  George-Barden  leg¬ 
islation,  would  not  have  been  able  to  ap¬ 
pear  before  the  committee.  This  is  the 
statement  of  Miss  Patsy  Ann  Reed,  of 
Clay,  W.  Va.  I  read  from  page  1145  of 
the  record  of  the  hearings: 

Senator  Chavez.  We  have  present  here  a 
young  lady  from  West  Virginia.  We  would 
like  to  hear  from  Miss  Patsy  Ann  Reed. 

Miss  Reed. 

Miss  Reed.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of 
the  committee,  I  am  Patsy  Ann  Reed,  of 
Clay,  W.  Va. 

I  am  a  junior  in  the  Clay  High  School. 
I  have  had  2  years  of  home  economics  and 
X  plan  to  take  a  third  year  next  school  term. 

I  am  proud  to  have  been  chosen  to  appear 
before  this  group  as  a  representative  of  home 
economics.  We  appreciate  very  much  your 
giving  us  the  time  to  tell  you  something 
about  our  program. 

She  was  speaking  from  the  heart.  She 
did  not  have  a  prepared  statement. 

West  Virginia  has  a  good  program  in  home 
economics,  and  I  feel  that  when  I  give  you 
a  picture  of  our  goals  and  accomplishments, 
I  will  be  showing  you  a  vital  growing  family- 
life  program  which  groups  all  over  the  United 
States  are  attempting  to  follow. 

I  attend  a  school  where  our  home-eco¬ 
nomics  teachers  have  had  training  which 
qualified  them  for  vocational  work. 

Here  home  economics  is  not  just  cooking 
and  sewing.  It  is  the  study  of  everything 
that  pertains  to  the  home  and  family,  in¬ 
cluding  all  phases  of  food,  clothing,  home 
improvements,  finance,  and  consumer  educa¬ 
tion  for  better  and  happier  living. 

She  has  saved  money  for  the  family 
by  being  able  to  take  advantage  of  the 
program. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  been  in  the  Con¬ 
gress  for  20  years.  There  is  not  a  better 
program  for  liberty-loving  people  than 
vocational  training  for  our  youngsters 
who  cannot  afford  to  go  to  school.  I 
recommend  this  program  to  those  who 
would  sermonize  to  the  entire  world 
about  freedom. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  will  be  de¬ 
feated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Douglas]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  is  open  to  further  amendment.  If 
there  be  no  further  amendment  to  be 
proposed,  the  question  is  on  the  engross¬ 
ment  of  the  amendments  and  the  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed,  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  there 
are  a  couple  of  amendments  with  respect 
to  which  I  shall  have  to  move  to  suspend 
the  rule,  because  they  are  partly  of  a 
legislative  nature.  One  applies  to  the 
Freedman’s  Hospital  and  the  other  ap¬ 
plies  to  the  Medical  Center. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  wish  to 
offer  an  amendment? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  votes  by  which  the  amend¬ 
ments  were  ordered  to  be  engrossed  and 
the  bill  to  be  read  a  third  time  will  be 
reconsidered,  in  order  that  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  may  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  has  the  floor. 
Does  he  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  for  that  purpose? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  for  that  pur¬ 
pose. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  amendments  may 
be  offered  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  the 
bill  has  been  read  the  third  time. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  A  parliamentary  in¬ 
quiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  was  called  off  the 
floor  for  a  few  minutes.  Do  I  correctly 
understand  that  the  bill  was  passed  in 
my  absence? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  No. 
The  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  was  rejected. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  have  some  more 
amendments  which  I  should  like  to  of¬ 
fer.  Will  they  be  in  order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  or¬ 
der  for  the  engrossment  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  and  the  third  reading  of  the  bill 
has  been  reconsidered  by  unanimous 
consent.  Therefore  the  Senator’s 
amendments  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  They  will  be  in  order. 
I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  may  the 
clerk  now  read  the  amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  27,  after 
“$250,000”  in  line  19,  it  is  proposed  to 
insert  the  following:  “:  Provided,  That 
the  Surgeon  General  is  authorized,  on 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  deter¬ 
mines  are  appropriate  for  the  efficient 
operation  of  the  combined  hospital  and 
research  building,  to  lease  for  a  total  of 
not  more  than  99  years  a  portion  of  the 
present  site  of  the  National  Institutes 
Of  Health  for  the  construction,  opera¬ 
tion,  and  maintenance  thereon  by  the 
lessee  of  rental  quarters  but  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  250  units  limited  exclusively  to  oc- 
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cupancy  by  employees  of  the  National 
Institutes  of  Health  and  necessary  re¬ 
lated  facilities,  such  quarters  and  facili¬ 
ties  to  be  constructed  and  operated 
without  regard  to  local  zoning  limita¬ 
tions,  but  to  be  subject  for  the  term  of 
the  lease  to  State  and  local  taxation  on 
the  same  basis  as  other  property  in  the 
community:  Provided  further,  That  not 
more  than  $50,000  of  the  amounts  here¬ 
tofore  appropriated  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  additional  auxiliary  structures 
under  this  head  shall  be  available  for 
expenditure  by  the  Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice  for  the  preparation  of  plans  and 
specifications  for  the  construction  on  the 
property  leased  pursuant  to  the  preced¬ 
ing  provision,  such  expenditure  to  be 
repaid  by  the  lessee  and  credited  to  such 
appropriation.” 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
President - 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
first  like  to  explain  the  purpose  of  the 
amendment  before  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Maryland. 

Some  time  ago  Congress  .passed  what 
is  known  as  the  Wherry  law,  providing 
for  the  construction  of  housing  units 
around  Government  reservations.  At 
the  medical  center  in  Bethesda,  Md„ 
it  is  sought  to  construct  some  housing 
units  to  serve  the  employees  of  the  med¬ 
ical  center.  The  pending  amendment 
would  prohibit  the  appropriation  of 
money  for  the  construction  of  such  hous¬ 
ing,  but  would  allow  the  superintendent 
of  the  institution  to  lease  a  certain  area 
to  private  capital,  which  in  turn  would 
build  the  units  under  the  Wherry  Act. 
It  would  not  cost  the  Government  one 
penny  in  appropriations  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  housing  units,  because 
they  would  be  constructed  by  private  en¬ 
terprise.  They  would  not  come  in  com¬ 
petition  with  the  outside  because  they 
could  only  be  rented  to  persons  who 
are  employed  at  the  medical  center. 

I  have  had  some  consultations  with 
very  fine  citizens  of  Montgomery  County, 
the  area  which  is  so  ably  represented 
by  the  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr, 
Butler].  It  was  at  their  suggestion 
that  the  amendment  was  drawn  with  the 
provision  that  the  property  could  not 
be  rented  except  to  persons  who  are  em¬ 
ployed  by  the  medical  center,  so  as  not 
to  compete  with  outside  interests. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  should  like  first  to 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Maryland. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  shall  make  a  point  of  order  with 
reference  to  the  Senator’s  amendment 
when  he  has  finished  with  his  statement. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  knew  it  would  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  a  point  of  order.  That  is  why  I 
gave  notice  of  a  motion  to  suspend  the 
rules  for  the  presentation  of  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  Senator  whether  I  am  correct  in 
understanding  that  an  appropriation  for 
such  construction  has  been  made,  but 
that  it  has  been  frozen  by  the  Bureau 


of  the  Budget  pending  the  passage  of  the 
pending  amendment?  Am  I  correct  in 
my  understanding? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Possibly  some  of  the 
appropriation  has  been  frozen.  It  could 
not  be  used  for  such  purpose  under  the 
pending  amendment. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  If  the  pending 
amendment  is  not  agreed  to,  will  not  that 
appropriation  be  used?  If  so,  if  the 
pending  amendment  is  not  agreed  to, 
would  it  not  cost  the  Government  more 
money?  The  houses  would  be  built  any¬ 
way,  would  they  not? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  But  they  would 
be  built  with  Government  money? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes.  The  purpose  of 
offering  the  pending  amendment  is  to 
keep  Government  money  from  being  used 
for  that  purpose.  The  construction 
would  not  cost  the  Government  any¬ 
thing  under  the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  If  the  pending 
amendment  is  ruled  out  on  a  point  of 
order,  the  necessary  housing  would  cost 
the  Government  money,  would  it  not? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes.  The  money  is 
available  and,  of  necessity,  the  housing 
will  be  constructed. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  HILL.  In  other  words,  the  hous¬ 
ing  must  be  costructed  for  the  use  of 
the  Government  employees  of  the  medi¬ 
cal  center,  and  Congress  has  recognized 
that  fact  by  authorizing  the  construc¬ 
tion  and  appropriating  certain  funds 
for  it. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  HILL.  However,  the  committee 
in  its  wisdom — and  I  think  it  is  acting 
wisely — instead  of  providing  for  the  use 
of  the  money  already  appropriated  and 
appropriating  additional  funds,  sees  fit 
to  have  the  housing  built  under  the 
Wherry  Act,  which  would  mean  that  the 
housing  would  be  constructed  at  no  cost 
to  the  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  for  another  ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  The  housing 
Will  be  built  anyway,  because  it  is  nec¬ 
essary.  However,  if  the  point  of  order 
is  sustained,  and  the  amendment  is 
ruled  out  of  order,  it  would  cost  the 
Government  money  to  build  the  houses, 
which  would  not  be  the  case  if  the 
amendment  were  to  prevail  and  the 
houses  were  built  by  private  capital. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes;  and  they  would 
not  compete  in  any  way  with  housing 
outside  the  reservation.  The  statement 
made  to  me  by  the  good  citizens  of  the 
Bethesda  area  of  Montgomery  County 
in  Maryland  is  to  the  effect  that  they  do 
not  wish  the  housing  project  to  be  con¬ 
structed  and  then  used  for  rental  pur¬ 
poses  by  persons  outside  the  reservation. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Is  it  not 
correct  that  if  the  housing  is  built  by 
private  interests,  the  Government  will 


have  to  make  allowances  to  the  persons 
who  will  be  housed  in  it,  for  the  purpose 
of  paying  their  rental? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Of  course,  they  would 
have  to  pay  a  rental.  However,  they 
would  be  dealing  with  the  men  who 
leased  the  property. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Is  it  not 
correct  that  it  would  cost  the  Govern¬ 
ment  more  money  by  the  employment  of 
that  method  than  it  would  if  the  Govern¬ 
ment  built  the  housing? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No;  because  they  would 
not  deal  with  the  Government  at  all. 
Constructor  A  gets  a  99-year  lease 
from  the  Superintendent  of  the  Medical 
Center.  He  says,  “I  want  to  build  250 
units.  I  want  to  rent  them  to  the  em¬ 
ployees.”  He  would  then  deal  with  the 
employees.  The  man  who  held  the  lease 
would  be  the  man  who  had  spent  his 
money  in  constructing  the  housing. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  That  is 
correct,  but  the  persons  who  would  occu¬ 
py  the  housing  would  be  uniformed  per¬ 
sonnel  of  the  military  service. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  presume  that  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  If  they 
do  not  live  in  Government-owned  prop¬ 
erty  the  Public  Health  Service  must  give 
them  an  allowance  for  rent.  If  a  com¬ 
putation  were  jnade  it  would  be  found 
that  employing  the  proposed  method 
would  cost  the  Government  more  money 
than  if  the  Government  were  to  build 
the  apartments  and  house  such  personnel 
in  them. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  we 
thought  we  were  carrying  out  the  in¬ 
tent  of  the  Government  when  we  passed 
the  Wherry  Act. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  As  I  un¬ 
derstand,  the  Wherry  Act  deals  prima¬ 
rily  with  housing  at  military  reserva¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Where 
there  was  no  ready  market  for  the 
housing  and  where  the  reservation  was 
likely  to  be  deactivated  at  any  time. 
For  those  reasons  it  was  felt  that  Fed¬ 
eral  funds  could  appropriately  be  used 
for  construction. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  if  I  may,  I  should  like  to  make  a 
statement  with  reference  to  this  sub¬ 
ject  for  the  information  of  the  Senate. 

The  National  Institutes  of  Health  are 
located  in  Bethesda,  Md.  The  Bethesda- 
Chevy  Chase  district  of  Maryland  is  one 
of  the  finest  residential  districts  in  Mont¬ 
gomery  County,  and  is  one  of  the  very 
finest  residential  districts  in  the  State 
of  Maryland.  It  has  become  such,  not 
by  accident,  but  by  reason  of  careful 
planning  and  zoning;  and  the  people  of 
that  area  have  labored  for  years  to  keep 
out  of  it  such  construction  as  that  now 
proposed  by  means  of  this  amendment. 

If  the  Government  of  the  United 
States,  which  now  has  sufficient  funds 
for  this  purpose — for  the  appropriation 
was  made  last  year,  in  last  year’s  ap¬ 
propriation  bill — constructs  the  building 
on  the  Government  reservation  with  the 
money  now  available,  there  will  be  no 
possibility  of  having  some  private  inter¬ 
est  say  at  a  later  time,  “We  have  a  right 
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to  build  private  apartment  houses  in 
this  fine  residential  area  because  so  and 
so  did  it  on  the  Government  reservation.” 

If  we  permit  this  to  be  done,  we  shall 
very  seriously  impair,  if  not  render  use¬ 
less,  all  the  work  which  has  been  done 
by  the  people  of  this  community,  which 
embraces  approximately  3,000  homes;  we 
shall  set  all  their  work  at  naught  at  one 
fell  swoop,  simply  because  we  want  to 
have  the  building  constructed  by  private 
interests,  rather  than  by  a  Government 
agency,  for  which  the  funds  already  are 
available. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  position  of  the  Senator 
from  Maryland.  I  know  he  is  a  most 
conscientious  member  of  this  body. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  I  do  not 
wish  to  see  an  apartment  building 
erected  in  a  residential  neighborhood 
and  make  it  impossible  to  maintain  one 
of  the  finest  residential  districts  in 
Maryland. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
known  Montgomery  County  for  more 
than  30  years;  I  have  known  it  under 
different  circumstances.  The  good  peo¬ 
ple  of  that  community  suggested,  not 
the  original  amendment  reported  by  the 
committee,  but  the  amendment  as  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  at  this  time.  It  was  not  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  or  the 
committee  itself  who  drew  up  the  last 
amendment.  Five  persons  from  the 
Bethesda- Chevy  Chase  area  are  trying 
to  do  the  very  thing  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  has  in  mind.  They  want  to 
prevent  this  property  from  being  rented 
to  persons  who  are  not  connected  with 
the  reservation,  and  they  want  to  make 
the  property  subject  to  rental  only  by 
employees  of  the  Medical  Center. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield 
further? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  The 
question  is  a  little  deeper  than  that. 
In  the  first  place,  they  want  to  have 
the  structure — regardless  of  who  builds 
it — limited  to  occupancy  by  persons  con¬ 
nected  with  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  They 
also  have  a  deeper  consideration.  As  I 
have  said,  for  years  they  have  carefully 
watched  this  property  and  have  main¬ 
tained  it  as  a  fine  residential  neighbor¬ 
hood.  They  have  fought  evei’y  applica¬ 
tion  to  erect  apartment  houses  in  that 
area;  they  have  done  everything  they 
could  to  keep  that  type  of  construction 
out  of  that  part  of  Maryland.  If  pri¬ 
vate  interests  build  this  apartment 
house  on  the  Government  property — 
and  I  may  say  that  in  the  amendment 
the  provision  is  not  specific;  the  apart¬ 
ment  house  could  be  built  anywhere  in 
the  reservation — then  the  people  of  the 
Bethesda-Chevy  Chase  area  will  have  no 
defense  whatever  against  further  en¬ 
croachment,  and  that  is  their  chief 
concern. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Does  my  good  friend, 
the  Senator  from  Maryland,  think  for 
one  moment  that,  after  the  Government 


has  spent  millions  and  millions  of  dollars 
on  buildings  within  that  area,  it  now 
would  give  a  lease  to  a  private  concern 
to  build  any  kind  of  construction  which 
would  be  detrimental  to  the  property 
across  the  street? 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  It  is  not 
a  question  of  the  building  which  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  be  constructed.  If  the  build¬ 
ing  now  proposed  to  be  constructed  is 
built  under  private  auspices,  then  the 
people  of  that  district  will  never  be  able 
to  say  to  another  private  interest,  ‘‘You 
cannot  do  the  same  thing  across  the 
street,”  for  in  that  case  all  their  defense 
to  protect  the  neighborhood  would  be 
taken  from  them. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Then  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  is  inconsistent,  because  he 
now  takes  the  position  that  in  order  to 
obtain  that  construction,  the  committee 
should  recommend  the  making  of  a  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  appropriation,  whereas 
we  are  trying  to  avoid  doing  that. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  The  com¬ 
mittee  does  not  have  to  recommend  it. 
The  appropriation  was  made  in  last 
year’s  appropriation  bill,  and  it  is  now 
available. 

Mr.  President,  I  submit  that  this  mat¬ 
ter  should  be  returned  to  the  committee 
for  further  study.  This  is  an  important 
question.  In  my  brief  experience  in  this 
body,  I  have  heard  the  statement  made 
many  times  that  we  should  not  legislate 
on  this  floor.  However,  that  is  exactly 
what  we  shall  be  doing  in  this  case,  and 
we  shall  be  hurting  a  large  number  of 
persons,  and  we  will  be  jeopardizing  a 
large  investment  in  a  very  fine  neigh¬ 
borhood. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  Senator  from  Maryland  whether 
in  line  10  of  the  amendment,  at  the  bot¬ 
tom  of  the  page - 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  I  have 
not  seen  the  amendment.  Will  the  Sen¬ 
ator  read  it? 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  read  from  line 
10,  in  which  we  find  the  words;  “without 
regard  to  local  zoning  limitations.” 

If  those  words  are  stricken  out,  would 
not  that  cover  the  point  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  has  in  mind? 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Even  if 
those  words  are  eliminated,  we  still  have 
the  basic  proposition  of  permitting  pri¬ 
vate  interests  to  build  in  a  very  restricted 
neighborhood,  in  violation  of  existing 
zoning  laws,  a  structure  that  is  unde¬ 
sirable  to  those  who  live  in  that  residen¬ 
tial  area. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  No;  I  say  that 
if  the  words  “without  regard  to  local 
zoning  limitations”  are  stricken. out,  the 
building  will  have  to  be  erected  subject 
to  the  local  zoning  laws. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Then  the 
building  could  not  be  constructed,  be¬ 
cause  the  local  zoning  laws  do  not  permit 
the  construction  of  such  a  building. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Certainly  there  is 
housing  construction  around  the  naval 
clinic. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  There  is 
Government-owned  construction  there. 


and  of  course  we  have  no  control  over  it. 
Unfortunately,  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  constructs  what  it  wishes 
to  construct,  without  any  Regard  for  the 
local  zoning  laws.  That  is  what  we  are 
fighting  against  in  this  case. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  committee  was 
under  the  impression  that  we  were  try¬ 
ing  to  agree  with  the  philosophy  of  the 
Senator  from  Maryland.  First  it  is  said 
that  the  residents  of  that  area  do  not 
want  the  Government  to  interfere  in 
Montgomery  County  or  in  any  other 
county. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  I  have 
not  said  that. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  And  then  one  of  the 
committees  of  the  Senate  says,  “All 
right;  we  will  not  vote  to  allow  them  a 
dime,  but  we  shall  permit  them  to  build 
under  the  Wherry  Act.” 

Let  me  say  that  the  Montgomery 
County  Council  has  no  objection,  and 
has  so  stated  to  the  committee.  The 
president  of  the  chamber  of  commerce 
made  no  objection  before  the  committee. 

-We  wish  to  protect  the  rights  of  the 
fine  people  of  Montgomery  County.  I 
want  to  do  exactly  what  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  wants  to  do  in  the  way 
of  protecting  them,  after  they  have  built 
up  a  very  fine  community  during  the  last 
20  or  30  years.  They  should  be  pro¬ 
tected. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
cannot  do  that  by  pressing  for  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  his  present  amendment,  because 
it  goes  to  the  very  heart  of  the  zoning 
in  that  area.  If  we  permit  private  in¬ 
terests  to  erect  such  a  building  on  a  lo¬ 
cation  in  Bethesda,  it  will  not  be  pos¬ 
sible  at  a  later  time  to  say  to  other  pri¬ 
vate  interests,  “You  cannot  do  the  same 
thing.” 

In  other  words,  the  adoption  of  this 
amendment  would  result  in  setting  com¬ 
pletely  at  naught  all  the  accomplish¬ 
ments  which  have  been  made  in  that 
fine  community. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  the  citizens  of  that 
area  want  the  appropriation  made,  that 
is  all  right  with  me;  but  do  not  let  it  be 
said  that  the  committee  did  not  try  to 
save  the  taxpayers’  money. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  read 
a  letter  dated  May  22,  1951,  adressed  to 
Mr.  W.  H.  Sebrell,  Jr.,  Director  of  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health,  Bethesda, 
Md.  That  letter  reads  as  follows : 

Dear  Mr.  Sebrell:  County  Manager  Irving 
G.  McNayr — 

I  assume  that  he  speaks  for  at  least 
some  segment  of  the  populace  of  Mont¬ 
gomery  County,  and  presumably  he 
speaks  for  the  majority — 
called  your  letter  of  today’s  date  to  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  county  committee  this  morn¬ 
ing. 

I  assume  that  the  county  committee 
Is  a  legal  entity  of  Montgomery  County. 

I  read  further  from  the  letter; 

The  council  authorized  me  to  inform  you 
that  the  language  which  is  proposed  for  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health,  1952  appro¬ 
priations,  is  not  objectionable  to  the  coun¬ 
cil,  but  we  do  wish  to  point  out  that  w# 
are  concerned  with  the  lack  of  county  con¬ 
trol  over  the  actual  zoning  for  apartment 
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use  on  these  federally  owned  properties.  We 
recognize  that  any  objection  on  our  part 
would  be  ineffective  in  this  instance,  but  it 
should  be  understood  that  any  action  by  the 
Institutes  of  Public  Health  in  providing 
apartment  facilities  on  this  federally  owned 
property  will  not  be  considered  by  the  county 
council  as  setting  a  precedent  for  private 
development  of  this  type  in  the  county  areas 
adjacent  to  the  National  Institutes  of  Public 
Health. 

They  do  not  object  to  the  building 
within  the  reservation,  but  they  do  not 
want  to  feel  that  a  precedent  is  being 
established  with  respect  to  the  adjacent 
property ;  and  I  fully  agree  with  them. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  But  that 
is  what  it  would  amount  to,  when  this 
is  done.  The  act  speaks  for  itself. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  letter  is  signed  by 
J.  Louis  Monarch,  president  of  the 
County  Council  of  Montgomery  County, 
Md.  I  presume  the  council  represents 
more  than  a  few  people. 

Mr.  EUTLER  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Does  the 
Senator  have  a  letter  dated  June  8  from 
the  Maplewood  Citizens  Association, 
signed  by  William  J.  Barnhard,  presi¬ 
dent,  and  also  a  letter  dated  June  7, 1951, 
from  the  Oakmont  Citizens  Association, 
signed  by  William  L.  Daley,  chairman? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  have  a  letter  dated 
June  8  from  the  Maplewood  Citizens  As¬ 
sociation,  Bethesda,  Md.  It  is  signed  by 
Mr.  Barnhard. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  That  let¬ 
ter  is  from  an  association  representing 
2,500  families  in  the  Bethesda-Chevy 
Chase  area.  It  is  a  very  substantial  part 
of  that  whole  community.  They  very  se¬ 
riously  object  to  this  proposal.  It  seems 
to  me  that  this  question  could  be  studied 
further  by  the  committee,  and  that  the 
people  of  the  area  who  would  be  affected 
should  be  given  consideration.  This  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  should  go  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  be  thoroughly  studied  and  then 
brought  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  so 
that  everyone  could  have  an  opportunity 
of  knowing  what  is  proposed  to  be  done 
in  this  fine  community. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
nothing  unreasonable  about  the  request 
of  the  Senator  from  Maryland,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee.  The  only  thing  is  that  it  will  be 
necessary  immediately  to  begin  construc¬ 
tion  of  some  type  in  order  to  carry  on  the 
work  of  the  medical  center. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  That  is 
perfectly  true,  but  the  money  is  available 
and  a  start  can  be  made. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No;  that  is  not  correct. 
Under  this  bill,  we  rescinded  the  money 
item,  because  we  wanted  the  construc¬ 
tion  to  be  handled  by  private  enterprise. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  If  it  goes 
back  to  the  committee,  the  committee 
can  meet  within  2  or  3  days  to  authorize 
the  money,  and  the  building  can  start. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No;  I  should  like  to  go 
through  with  this  bill,  and  at  least  take  it 
to  conference  to  see  whether  the  con¬ 
ferees  are  able  to  get  together. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Maryland  realizes  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  wishes  to  try 
that,  but  in  this  instance  2,300  or  2,500 


families  who  have  investments  in  their 
homes  feel  that  this  proposal  would  very 
seriously  injure  property  in  their  vicin¬ 
ity.  I  think  the  committee  of  the  Senate 
should  study  the  situation  and  should 
give  heed  to  what  these  people  are  saying. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  committee  of  the 
Senate  has  studied  it. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  I  did  not 
so  understand. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  We  certainly  did. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  I  under¬ 
stood  that  this  was  not  a  committee 
amendment. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  We  heard  the  testi¬ 
mony.  The  convincing  argument  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  proposed  amendment  is  the 
fact  that  we  are  not  appropriating  any 
of  the  money  of  the  taxpayers  of  Mont¬ 
gomery  County.  We  are  not  taking  one 
penny  away  from  any  Montgomery 
County  taxpayer,  but  we  are  going  to 
use  private  enterprise,  as  suggested  by 
many  of  my  friends  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle,  in  order  to  keep  away  from 
Government  expenditure,  and  to  let  pri¬ 
vate  enterprise  act  in  the  normal  way. 
We  agree  with  that  philosophy.  All  of 
a  sudden  someone  says,  “No;  it  is  wrong; 
let  the  Government  appropriate.”  All 
I  say  is  that  the  construction  is  needed. 
It  is  immaterial  to  me  whether  it  is  con¬ 
structed  by  private  enterprise  or  by  the 
Government. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  No  Mem¬ 
ber  of  this  body  has  a  keener  sense  of 
duty  and  obligation  to  save  the  money 
of  the  taxpayers  than  has  the  Senator 
from  Maryland,  but  I  do  not  feel  that 
this  method  is  goingpfco  save  the  taxpayers 
any  money.  I  think  it  is  going  to  cost 
them  more,  because,  as  I  pointed  out 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
Mexico,  if  this  building  is  constructed 
under  private  auspices  then  the  Public 
Health  Service  will  have  to  allocate  the 
money  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the 
rentals  of  those  who  occupy  the  apart¬ 
ment  house.  Nothing  is  said  about  what 
the  rent  will  be  or  about  what  the  terms 
of  the  leases  will  be.  There  is  nothing 
in  this  amendment  which  resembles  the 
Wherry  Act.  I  think  it  must  go  back 
to  the  committee  for  further  study,  in 
order  that  there  may  be  a  determina¬ 
tion  of  what  is  the  best  thing  to  do. 
I  do  not  think  we  are  in  a  position  to  act 
on  it  at  this  time. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  will  yield,  let  me 
say  to  the  Senator  from  Maryland  that 
not  all  the  employees  by  any  means  who 
are  to  occupy  these  apartments  will  be 
commissioned  personnel  drawing  allow¬ 
ances  for  rental.  Much  of  this  personnel 
will  comprise  nurses  under  the  civil  serv¬ 
ice.  There  will  be  maintenance  people, 
chief  engineers,  custodians,  and  all  sorts 
of  persons  who  will  draw  no  rental  al¬ 
lowance  whatever. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  There  are 
bills  now  pending  before  the  Committee 
on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  provid¬ 
ing  for  giving  such  persons  allowances 
to  pay  for  the  very  rentals  of  which  my 
friend  is  speaking. 

Mr.  HILL.  There  are  thousands  of 
bills,  but  the  fact  that  someone  has  in¬ 
troduced  a  bill  does  not  mean  that  it  will 
be  passed,  by  any  means. 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Especially  in  view  of 
the  action  taken  by  the  Senate  as  to  the 
pending  bill. 

Mr.  HILL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  We  do  not 
know  how  many  persons  will  be  affected 
by  it  if  the  amendment  should  become 
law,  but  we  do  know  that  a  vast  major¬ 
ity  of  the  persons  who  will  occupy  the 
building  will  receive  allowances  with 
which  to  pay  rent. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  Preside»t,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HILL.  With  all  due  respect  to  my 
good  friend  from  Maryland,  when  he 
speaks  of  a  vast  majority,  the  Senator 
is  in  error.  I  say  that  with  great  respect 
for  the  esteemed  Senator.  Much  of  the 
personnel  is  not  commissioned  personnel 
at  all.  They  will  receive  no  allowance 
for  rental.  Many  of  them  do  not  come 
in  the  category  of  commissioned  per¬ 
sonnel. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Has  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  any  figures 
showing  what  the  cost  will  be? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  We  have  some  figures 
which  will  give  an  idea  to  the  Senator 
from  Maryland.  Here  is  a  letter  dated 
May  16,  1951,  under  the  heading  “Con¬ 
struction  of  housing  for  the  Clinical  Cen¬ 
ter  at  the  National  Institutes  of  Health.” 
I  read : 

When  the  Clinical  Center  is  in  operation 
at  Bethesda,  it  will  be  essential  for  certain 
personnel  to  be  housed  at  the  National  In¬ 
stitute  of  Health  in  order  to  be  available  for 
emergencies.  These  would  be  medical  and 
nursing  personnel  and  certain  others  in  the 
administrative  and  plant  operation  areas. 

It  was  those  persons  whom  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  had  in  mind. 

The  total  number  of  personnel  who  will 
receive  housing  on  the  NIH  Reservation  is 
approximately  250.  Two  methods  have  been 
under  consideration  as  a  means  of  providing 
the  necessary  housing,  namely,  Government 
or  private  construction,  or  a  combination  of 
both. 

The  Congress  appropriated  $1,105,000  in 
fund3  and  contract  authorization  in  1951, 
an  amount  sufficient  for  Government  con¬ 
struction  of  an  estimated  60  units,  at  least 
two-thirds  of  which  were  efficiency  units. 
The  funds  for  this  project  have  been  placed 
in  reserve  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
pending  the  outcome  of  attempts  to  secure 
all  or  part  of  the  250  total  units  through 
private  construction. 

If  the  60  units  of  Government  housing 
were  provided,  the  annual  estimated  expen¬ 
ses  for  operating  the  building  would  be 
$58,000. 

If  the  Government  were  to  appropriate 
the  money  and  to  construct  the  building, 
the  expense  for  operating  the  building 
alone  would  be  $58,000. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Does  the 
Senator  have  any  figures  indicating  how 
much  money  the  Government  would  save  • 
by  not  having  to  give  grants  to  personnel 
who  would  be  entitled  to  them  if  they 
lived  in  private  housing? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  To  quote  again  from 
the  letter; 

These  would  be  medical  and  nursing  per¬ 
sonnel  and  certain  others  in  the  adminis¬ 
trative  and  plant  operation  areas. 

Medical  personnel  might  receive  a 
grant  or  an  allowance  for  housing,  but 
nurses  would  not.  The  personnel  would 
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include  the  superintendent,  the  man  who 
feeds  the  oil  into  the  boiler,  the  scrub¬ 
woman  who  cleans  the  floors.  None  of 
those  persons  have  any  allowances. 
The  only  persons  who  would  receive  al¬ 
lowances  would  be  officers  in  the  medical 
personnel.  The  stenographers  and  the 
clerks  who  keep  the  records  would  not 
receive  a  penny  of  allowance. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  has  no  information,  has  he,  as  to 
how  much  the  Government  would  have 
to  pay  if  these  people  lived  in  private 
housing,  over  what  they  would  have  to 
pay  in  public  housing  which  would  be 
provided  under  the  original  appropria¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No,  I  do  not.  But  the 
private  housing  would  have  the  advan¬ 
tage  that  the  personnel  would  be  deal¬ 
ing  individually  with  the  men  who  had 
the  lease.  The  Government  would  not 
be  involved  at  all. 

Mr.  EUTLER  of  Maryland.  But  if 
they  were  military  personnel  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  would  have  to  give  them  an 
allowance,  would  it  not? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Employee  A  would  go 
before  leaseholder  B  and  say,  “I  want 
to  rent  this  property  which  you  have 
constructed.’’  They  would  be  dealing 
with  each  other. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Much  has  been  said 
about  the  Wherry  Act,  and  I  should  like 
to  explain  what  the  Wheryr  Act  actu¬ 
ally  does.  It  does  permit  the  erection 
of  private  buildings  on  public  property 
where  a  lease  is  given,  under  certain 
terms  and  conditions.  In  the  Military 
Establishment  those  conditions  provide 
what  the  rental  shall  be,  and  who  is  to 
rent  the  buildings,  and  the  occupants 
pay  the  rent  out  of  their  own  pockets. 
There  is  no  donation  of  rent  to  anyone, 
and  I  do  not  think  it  is  intended  here. 
I  do  not  know  what  the  basis  for  the 
proposed  legislation  is,  but  the  rental 
will  have  to  be  accounted  for  between 
the  Government  employee  and  the  lessee 
who  builds  a  private-enterprise  project. 
Is  not  that  correct? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  language  is  clear, 
and  the  Senator  can  put  on  it  any  inter¬ 
pretation  he  thinks  it  merits.  It  pro¬ 
vides  that  the  Surgeon  General  is  author¬ 
ized,  under  such  terms  and  conditions  as 
he  determines  are  appropriate  for  the 
efficient  operation  of  the  combined  hos¬ 
pital  and  research  building,  to  lease  for 
a  total  of  not  more  than  99  years  a  por¬ 
tion  of  the  present  site  of  the  National 
Institutes  of  Health  for  construction, 
operation,  and  maintenance  thereon  by 
the  lessee  of  rental  quarters  and  related 
facilities,  such  quarters  and  facilities  to 
be  constructed  and  operated  without  re¬ 
gard  to  the  local  zoning  limitation,  but 
to  be  subject  for  the  term  of  the  lease 
to  State  and  local  taxes  on  the  same  basis 
as  any  other  property  in  the  community. 

That  is  the  difference  between  what 
happens  under  the  amendment  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  committee  and  construc¬ 
tion  by  the  Federal  Government.  If  the 
building  is  constructed  by  the  Federal 
Government,  the  State  of  Maryland  will 
not  receive  one  penny  in  taxes;  while  if 


the  land  Is  leased  to  a  private  enterprise 
which  constructs  a  housing  unit  on  it, 
the  State  of  Maryland  and  the  county 
of  Montgomery  can  collect  taxes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  the  principal 
theory  of  the  Wherry  Act.  But  who  is 
going  to  finance  these  dwellings?  In  the 
case  of  a  military  installation,  there 
would  be  available  Government  money 
and  Government  insurance. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  A  contractor  of  Be- 
thesda  can  go  to  his  banker  in  Baltimore 
and  say  “I  am  going  to  construct  a  build¬ 
ing,”  and  he  can  borrow  money.  He 
could  possibly  apply  to  the  Federal 
Government. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  the  point. 
We  go  along  nicely  until  we  reach  that 
point.  I  know  of  no  provision  whereby 
one  can  get  Government  money  for  the 
building  of  a  hospital.  It  can  be  done  for 
the  building  of  a  military  installation, 
if  it  is  to  be  insured  by  the  Government. 

Mr.  HILL.  Let  me  say  that  all  the 
war  housing  has  not  been  constructed  on 
Government-owned  land. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  not  the  point. 
Nine-tenths  of  it  has  been.  The  pro¬ 
gram  was  started  because  there  was  a 
desire  to  build  installations  on  military 
property  where  it  was  not  desirable  for 
private  enterprise  to  build  because  there 
was  no  permanency  of  the  lease,  and 
there  is  no  permanency  of  the  military 
installation.  The  program  was  started 
on  that  basis.  It  has  now  been  ex¬ 
panded  to  include  buildings  near  or  ad¬ 
jacent  to  military  installations.  In  fact, 
the  general  housing  bill,  as  it  was  passed 
by  the  Senate,  expanded  the  provision  to 
include  atomic  energy  projects.  While  it 
is  true  that  the  provision  has  been  ex¬ 
panded,  yet  in  all  such  cases  it  is  my 
feeling  that  Government  financing  is  re¬ 
quired,  as  well  as  Government  insurance. 
My  question  is:  Is  it  intended  that  pri¬ 
vate  enterprise  shall  be  able  to  obtain 
Government  money,  or  does  it  have  to 
depend  on  private  money?  That  would 
make  a  little  difference. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  intent  is  to 
finance  the  project  as  any  Wherry  Act 
project  would  be  financed. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Will  the  Government 
insure  the  project  if  it  builds  it? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  purpose  of  the 
amendment  is  to  have  the  activity  come 
within  the  Wherry  philosophy. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Yes,  but  if  the  project 
is  built  by  private  enterprise,  with  pri¬ 
vate  money,  will  the  Government  in¬ 
sure  the  loan  up  to  the  requirement? 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HILL.  The  Government  will  in¬ 
sure  through  FHA. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Are  such  builders 
receiving  Government  insurance  now? 

Mr.  HILL.  It  has  not  been  started  yet. 
The  proposal  is  to  permit  the  building 
of  this  particular  project. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  agree  with  the 
proposed  legislation,  but  there  is  a  limit 
on  insurance. 

Mr.  HILL.  I  think  the  provision  is 
absolutely  four-square  with  the  Wherry 
Act. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  It  cannot  come  un¬ 
der  the  Wherry  Act. 


Mr.  HILL.  Yes,  on  the  same  condi¬ 
tions  exactly  as  other  loans  come  under 
the  Wherry  Act. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  point  I  am  mak¬ 
ing  is  that  they  are  not  entitled  to  it  at 
this  time.  Until  such  authorization  is 
given  as  was  given  with  respect  to 
atomic  energy  projects,  I  do  not  see  how 
the  project  could  operate  unless  Govern¬ 
ment  insurance  were  obtained.  I  am 
for  the  building  of  houses  according  to 
the  principles  of  the  Wherry  Act.  I  be¬ 
lieve  those  principles  should  be  applied 
if  it  is  possible  to  do  so.  I  appreciate 
what  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  is 
trying  to  do,  but  we  should  not  pass  a 
piece  of  legislation  on  the  understand¬ 
ing  or  theory  that  it  comes  within  the 
provisions  of  the  Wherry  Act,  when  it 
does  not.  That  is  the  point  I  am  making. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  We  think  it  does  come 
within  those  provisions. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  In  this  case  provision 
is  made  for  a  99 -year  lease.  I  think  the 
longest  lease  FHA  made  provision  for 
under  the  Wherry  Act  was  not  . to  exceed 
35  years.  In  my  opinion  the  proposal 
does  not  comply  with  FHA  provisions. 
That  is  the  point  I  make  now.  Has  the 
question  been  cleared  so  it  is  certain 
Government  insurance  can  be  obtained 
under  the  Senator’s  proposal?  It  is 
broader  than  others. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes  it  can.  We  made 
provision  of  a  lease  for  99  years.  A  con¬ 
tractor  may  in  the  best  of  faith  desire 
to  make  a  lease,  for  which  he  will  be 
obligated,  and  on  which  he  will  prob¬ 
ably  have  to  give  a  bond. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  not  the  point. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Let  me  finish  my 
statement.  In  that  respect  he  goes  fur¬ 
ther  than  is  provided  under  the  Wherry 
Act.  If,  under  the  Wherry  Act,  a  con¬ 
tractor  constructs  a  project  on  the  new 
reservation  at  Paducah,  Ky.,  are  there 
any  provisions  under  which  the  State  of 
Kentucky  can  collect  taxes  on  that 
project? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  not  the  ques¬ 
tion.  The  question  is,  Can  a  man,  under 
this  authorization,  build  a  project  for 
this  hospital  which  meets  the  require¬ 
ment  of  FHA  with  respect  to  insurance 
of  the  loan?  That  is  the  point  I  am 
making.  For  example,  provision  is  made 
in  the  Senator’s  approval  for  a  99-year 
lease.  In  my  opinion  FHA  has  never 
sactioned  any  such  thing  under  the 
Wherry  Act. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  proponents  of  the 
proposed  legislation  think  everything 
they  have  in  mind  will  be  done. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  should  like  to  say 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  that,  while  I  am  in  complete 
sympathy  with  his  proposal,  personally, 
so  far  as  zoning  is  concerned,  I  do  not 
see  any  difference  between  the  Govern¬ 
ment  building  a  hospital,  or  a  building 
for  research,  on  Government  property, 
and  a  private  enterpriser  building  on  the 
same  property.  I  do  not  understand  the 
point  made  by  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  [Mr.  Butler],  If  it  can  be  done  in 
the  one  case  it  seems  to  me  it  can  be  done 
in  the  other,  so  far  as  zoning  is  con¬ 
cerned. 

I  do  not  want  to  go  into  that  subject, 
however,  because  I  did  not  hear  the  testi- 
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mony,  and  I  do  not  know  the  Issues  in¬ 
volved.  But  I  wish  to  say  that  if  the 
project  is  built  by  private  enterprise, 
under  the  principle  involved  in  the 
Wherry  Act,  which,  when  it  was  passed, 
applied  to  military  installations,  it  would 
not  cost  the  Government  any  money.  It 
would  be  built  under  such  conditions 
that  the  lessee  would  secure  rent  from 
everyone  who  lived  in  the  building.  In¬ 
surance  can  be  obtained  on  the  project 
provided  it  meets  the  specifications  and 
requirements  of  FHA,  and  the  project 
eventually  reverts  back  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  at  the  end  of  thg  period. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  issues  are  simple. 
Either  the  houses  are  built  with  private 
funds  or  with  Government  funds. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  again  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  obliged  to  de¬ 
pend  upon  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee  for  information  on 
this  subject.  If  the  requirements  can 
be  met,  very  well,  but  unless  they  can 
be  met,  it  seems  to  me  FHA  could  refuse 
to  participate  in  any  way  in  the  trans¬ 
action. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  call  for  the  regular  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  reg¬ 
ular  order  has  been  called  for  by  the 
Senator  from  Maryland,  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico  can  yield  only  for 
a  question. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  most  interested 
party,  so  far  as  the  Government  is  con¬ 
cerned,  is  the  Public  Health  Service. 
The  Public  Health  Service,  after  consul¬ 
tation  with  its  neighbors  in  Bethesda 
and  with  others,  came,  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  testified  that  what  we  have 
proposed  is  the  way  to  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  moment.  It  is  necessary 
that  there  be  housing  built  for  those  who 
are  going  to  work  there.  The  committee 
was  completely  satisfied  that  the  work 
could  be  done,  as  proposed  by  the  amend¬ 
ment,  without  Congress  having  to  make 
an  appropriation  to  carry  out  the  pur¬ 
poses. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Is  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  willing  to  modify  his 
amendment  in  the  tenth  line  on  the  first 
page,  by  striking  out,  in  the  third  word, 
the  three  letters  “o-u-t,”  so  that  the  last 
line  would  read  “and  operated  with  re¬ 
gard  to  local  zoning  limitations.” 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Striking  out  “out”? 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Yes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  So  as  to  leave  the  word 
“with”? 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Yes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  So  the  language  would 
be  “with  regard  to  local  zoning  limita¬ 
tions”? 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Yes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Of  course,  no  one 
would  object  to  the  local  zoning  laws 
applying.  I  would  be  willing  to  take 
that  modification  to  conference,  and  in 
conference  call  in  the  good  citizens  of 
Montgomery  County.  But  I  should  like 
to  say  that  we  should  proceed  and  try  to 
obtain  some  housing,  because  it  is  badly 
needed. 


Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Will  the  Sen¬ 
ator  yield  for  one  more  question? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  If  those  three 
letters  are  stricken  out,  then  in  justice 
to  the  position  of  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  the  conferees  would  have  to 
provide  that  the  building  would  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  local  zoning  laws  or  strike  out 
the  whole  provision,  unless  it  could  be 
amended  so  as  to  make  it  properly  ap¬ 
plicable. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  knows  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  well  enough  to  be  sure  that 
if  this  body  agrees  to  a  proposition  he, 
as  chairman  of  the  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate,  will  certainly  try  to 
carry  out  what  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States  has  in  mind. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Will  the  Sena¬ 
tor  yield  for  one  more  question? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  Senator  from  Maryland  if  that 
would  not  cover  the  objection  he  has 
made. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  I  feel 
that  it  would. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Will  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico  yield  further? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes,  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Then  I  should 
like  to  offer  an  amendment  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico,  to  strike  out  the  three  letters 
“o-u-t”  in  the  last  line  of  the  first  page 
of  the  amendment,  so  the  word  “with” 
would  remain. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  question  is  the  motion  to  sus¬ 
pend  the  rule  for  the  purpose  of  offering 
an  amendment. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  I  ask  for 
the  regular  order,  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
regular  order  has  been  demanded. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  rule  be  sus¬ 
pended  in  order  that  I  may  submit  the 
amendment  as  modified  by  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  I  object. 
I  insist  upon  the  regular  order. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from'  New  Mexico  yield  for 
a  parliamentary  inquiry? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  California  will  state  the 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Would  not  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  be  able,  under 
the  Senate  rules,  to  modify  his  own 
amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  not  yet  before  the  Senate. 
It  can  come  before  the  Senate  only  if 
the  rule  is  suspended. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  HILL.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  if  this 
building  is  constructed  by  private  enter¬ 
prise,  it  will  be  a  project  of  some  $3,000,- 
000,  and  the  $3,000,000  project  will  be 
subject  to  taxation  in  the  State  of  Mary¬ 
land? 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  HILL.  Is  it  not  a  fact  also  that 
If  the  language  is  not  just  as  it  should 
be,  to  make  sure  that  the  FHA  will  pro¬ 
vide  the  necessary  insurance  for  the  loan, 
when  the  bill  goes  to  conference  suitable 
language  can  be  worked  out  there? 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  for  the  regular  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  has  the  floor, 
and  the  Senator  from  Alabama  was  ask¬ 
ing  him  a  question. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  I  did  not 
think  it  was  quite  a  question. 

Mr.  HILL.  Certainly  it  was  a  question.. 

Is  it  not  a  fact  that  the  language  can 
be  modified  in  conference  if  there  is  any 
question  as  to  whether  or  not  it  does  what 
we  seek  to  do  so  far  as  bringing  this 
project  under  the  Wherry  Act  is  con¬ 
cerned,  with  the  help  of  the  FHA? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  is  not  only  a  fact  but 
it  is  a  stern  reality. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  As  I  stated  a  moment 
ago,  I  am  perfectly  willing  to  support 
the  amendment,  but  in  supporting  it  I 
do  not  want  it  understood  that  the  lan¬ 
guage  which  is  adopted  will  remain  as 
a  Senate  amendment,  because  it  cannot 
remain  in  the  form  proposed  if  the  proj¬ 
ect  is  to  qualify  under  the  Wherry  Act. 
We  should  not  mislead  those  who  desire 
to  erect  this  building. 

To  begin  with,  there  is  no  provision 
anywhere  that  I  know  of  under  which 
the  FHA  provides  insurance  in  the  case 
of  a  lease  which  runs  longer  than  35 
years.  I  want  to  be  perfectly  frank.  I 
believe  that  this  is  the  way  to  get  the 
housing.  I  am  for  the  proposal.  I  ask 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee,  if  the  provision  is  taken  to 
conference,  to  take  it  to  conference  as  a 
recommendation  for  housing,  with  the 
understanding  that  language  will  be 
written  in  conference  which  is  satisfac¬ 
tory  to  the  House  conferees  and  in  con¬ 
formity  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Wherry  Act. 

We  have  no  right  to  place  in  an  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  a  provision  changing  all 
the  rules  governing  the  FHA,  and  chang¬ 
ing  the  period  of  leases  from  35  years 
to  99  years  in  order  to  carry  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  appropriation  bill.  That 
is  the  point  I  am  making. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  agree 
with  the  points  made  by  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska.  I  hope  the  Senator  un¬ 
derstands  that  when  we  go  to  confer¬ 
ence  we  will  try  to  arrive  at  a  report 
which  will  be  satisfactory  to  both  bodies. 

I  know  the  proprieties.  The  average 
Senator  knows  the  proprieties,  including 
parliamentary  proprieties. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  why  could  we  not  do  it  in  the  regu¬ 
lar  order  and  let  the  committee  study 
the  question  and  find  out  whether  the 
project  comes  under  the  FHA,  and 
whether  or  not  it  qualifies  under  the 
Wherry  Act?  Figures  should  be  brought 
before  us  so  that  Senators  may  know 
what  they  are  voting  on.  If  I  have  to 
vote  on  this  amendment,  I  shall  not 
know  what  I  am  voting  on. 
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Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  rule  be  suspended  in  order  that 
the  amendment  may  come  before  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  a  quorum  call  be  rescinded  and 
that  further  proceedings  under  the  call 
be  suspended. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  mo¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez]  to  suspend  the  rule  of  the 
Scii&tc 

Mr.  MCFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  may 
I  inquire  as  to  the  possibility  of  finishing 
the  consideration  of  the  bill  this  eve¬ 
ning?  Is  it  the  desire  of  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  to  conclude  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  this  evening  or  does 
he  desire  to  have  it  go  over  until  to¬ 
morrow? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  In  view  of  some  sug¬ 
gestions  which  were  made  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Butler],  to 
the  effect  that  he  would  like  to  consult 
with  some  of  his  constituents  in  Mont¬ 
gomery  County,  Md.,  during  the  evening, 
perhaps  it  would  be  better  to  postpone 
final  action  until  tomorrow.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas]  has 
some  further  amendments  to  propose  to 
the  bill.  Perhaps  it  would  be  possible  to 
enter  into  a  unanimous  consent  agree¬ 
ment  with  reference  to  a  limitation  of 
time. 

Mi-.  WHERRY.  I  am  assured  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  Butler]  that  he  has  no  objection  to 
taking  almost  immediate  action  on  the 
bill.  He  would  like  to  make  a  statement 
after  he  discusses  the  subject  with  his 
constituents,  but  he  has  no  objection  to 
an  expeditious  disposition  of  the  bill.  At 
this  time  I  should  like  to  say  to  the 
majority  leader  that  there  will  be  no 
difficulty  in  completing  consideration  of 
the  bill  tomorrow. 

Mr.  MCFARLAND.  It  was  my  inten¬ 
tion,  if  we  could  make  disposition  of  the 
pending  bill,  to  announce  a  call  of  the 
calendar  tomorrow. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  could  be  done 
anyway. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  should  like  to 
have  something  definite  in  mind  before 
making  such  an  announcement. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  whether  he  will  re¬ 
quest  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  two  letters,  one  from  the 
Maplewood  Improvement  Association 
and  the  other  from  the  Oakmont  Im¬ 
provement  Association,  which  have  been 
referred  to  in  the  course  of  my  state¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes,  I  shall  be  glad  to 
do  so.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
those  letters  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record,  Mr.  President. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Maplewood  Citizens  Association, 

Bethesda,  Md.,  June  8,  1951, 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Sir:  The  citizens  of  Bethesda  who  live  in 
communities  adjacent  to  the  National  In¬ 
stitutes  of  Health  are  much  perturbed  by 
your  proposal  to  authorize  the  Surgeon  Gen¬ 
eral  to  arrange  for  the  private  construction 
and  operation  of  apartments  on  the  Federal 
reservation.  At  a  meeting  this  week  of  civic 
association  leaders  representing  about  2,500 
Bethesda  families,  it  was  agreed  that  the 
original  (and  normal)  plan  to  have  the  hos¬ 
pital  construct  its  own  quarters  for  nurses, 
house  doctors,  and  other  key  emergency  per¬ 
sonnel  was  much  more  desirable,  for  both 
national  and  local  considerations. 

Some  of  the  reasons  for  our  attitude  fol¬ 
low: 

1.  Despite  the  appearance  of  a  monetary 
saving  to  the  Federal  Government,  the  pro¬ 
posed  plan  of  private  construction  and  opera¬ 
tion  will  actually  cost  the  Federal  taxpayers 
much  more  than  the  cost  of  constructing 
the  public  buildings  with  public  funds.  The 
residents  of  the  housing  will  be  for  the  most 
part  commissioned  personnel  of  the  Public 
Health  Service,  who  are  entitled  to  a  rental 
allowance  if  they  live  in  such  quarters,  but 
do  not  receive  an  allowance  if  they  use  public 
quarters.  That  allowance,  paid  out  of  PHS 
appropriations,  will  pay  for  ,the  amortized 
cost  of  the  buildings,  the  operating  and 
maintenance  costs,  and  the  operator’s  profits, 
an  amount  totaling  considerably  more  than 
would  the  Government’s  investment  in  com¬ 
parable  publicly  built  quarters. 

2.  Although  the  proposal  appears  to  be 
patterned  on  the  provisions  of  Public  Law 
211  (the  Wherry  Act) ,  it  contains  none  of  the 
imitations  or  restrictions  of  that  law,  but 
gives  unrestrained  authority  to  the  Surgeon 
General  to  make  such  arrangements  as  he 
may  see  fit.  He  may  contract  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  250,000  units  rather  than  the 
Intended  250;  there  is  no  requirement  in  the 
original  proposal  that  only  hospital  person¬ 
nel  may  live  in  the  apartments;  there  is  no 
word  in  the  amendment  as  to  the  terms  of 
the  lease.  Moreover,  the  Wherry  Act  was 
made  applicable  to  military  reservations,  ac¬ 
cording  to  Senate  Report  410,  “particularly 
in  isolated  localities,  where  the  possibility 
of  deactivation  or  curtailment  of  the  instal¬ 
lation  is  combined  with  the  lack  of  an  in¬ 
dependent  market  for  the  housing.”  In 
Bethesda,  there  are  no  such  conditions;  it 
is  part  of  a  large  metropolitan  area,  there  is 
no  possibility  of  “deactivation  or  curtail¬ 
ment”  of  the  research  hospital,  and  there  is 
an  independent  market  for  housing. 

3.  It  is  because  of  the  drastic  effect  of  this 
proposal  on  the  well-developed  communities 
adjacent  to  the  NIH  that  the  citizens  of 
Bethesda  are  urging  reconsideration  of  the 
proposal.  The  Bethesda-Chevy  Chase  com¬ 
munity  has  been  the  subject  of  much  plan¬ 
ning  for  both  single-family  and  multiple- 
family  dwelling  units,  and  it  is  the  hope  of 
the  residents  that  such  a  plan  can  be  fol¬ 
lowed  in  the  normal  growth  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  community.  The  construction 
of  private  apartments  in  an  area  that  every 
county  agency  has  found  to  be  unsuitable 
for  apartment  buildings  would  change  the 
character  of  the  community  and  upset  the 
long-range  plans  applicable  to  it. 

For  these  reasons,  and  others  which  we 
have  not  had  time  to  develop,  we  respect¬ 
fully  urge  you  to  withhold  your  proposed 
amendment.  We  should  prefer  adoption  of 
the  original  congressionally  approved  plan 
to  have  the  hospital  construct  its  own  quar¬ 
ters,  which  could  be  accomplished  by  un¬ 


freezing  the  $1,125,000  appropriation  that 
was  reserved  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
last  year.  But,  whether  or  not  that  can  be 
done  immediately,  we  certainly  feel  that  the 
proposal  for  private  construction  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  housing  on  public  lands  has  not  been 
adequately  explored  and  should  at  this  stage 
be  sent  back  to  the  committee  for  further 
6tudy. 

We  recognize  the  need  of  the  hospital  for 
these  emergency  quarters,  and  feel  sure  that 
the  Congress  will  not  jeopardize  a  $50,000,- 
000  investment  because  of  the  lack  of  ade¬ 
quate  housing,  which  can  be  provided  at  a 
fraction  of  the  hospital  cost.  But  we  feel 
strongly  that  the  proposed  method  of  provid¬ 
ing  the  housing  is  not  the  best  available 
method. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  this 
appeal. 

Yours  very  truly, 

Wm.  J.  Barnhard, 

President,  Maplewood  Citizens  Asso¬ 
ciation. 

Oakmont  Citizens'  Association, 

Bethesda,  Md.,  June  7,  1951. 
Hon.  John  M.  Butler, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Butler:  The  Citizens’  Com¬ 
mittee  of  Oakmont,  as  the  duly  elected  gov¬ 
erning  body  of  the  special  taxing  area  of 
Oakmont,  respectfully  solicits  your  help  in 
securing  the  elimination  of  an  amendment 
made  by  the  Appropriations  Committee  of 
the  Senate  to  the  Labor -Federal  Security 
appropriation  bill,  H.  R.  3703,  now  before  the 
Senate. 

The  amendment  in  question  authorizes 
the  Surgeon  General  to  lease  to  private  in¬ 
terests  an  unspecified  portion  of  the  feder¬ 
ally  owned  land  comprising  the  grounds  of 
the  National  Institutes  of  Health  in  Be¬ 
thesda,  for  a  period  of  99  years,  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  construction  and  operation  by  such 
private  interests  of  apartments  for  rental. 
Although  construction  plans  for  the  insti¬ 
tutes  originally  contemplated  Government- 
built  and  Government-operated  housing  for 
a  limited  number  of  key  personnel  who  must 
live  on  the  grounds  to  meet  emergency 
needs,  and  although  an  appropriation  for 
this  purpose  was  made  in  last  year’s  appro¬ 
priation  act,  the  committee  amendment 
rescinds  this  appropriation  and  substitutes 
the  legislative  rider  authorizing  private 
construction  and  operation,  described  above. 

The  Citizens’  Committee  of  Oakmont  urges 
that  this  amendment  be  stricken  from  the 
bill.  As  you  know,  Oakmont  and  other  areas 
abutting  on  the  institutes’  grounds  are  sin¬ 
gle-family  residential  areas  in  which  the 
property  owners  have  thus  far  successfully 
fought  the  intrusion  of  apartments  within 
their  boundaries,  with  the  accompanying 
depreciation  of  residential  property  values. 
If  private  interests  are  permitted  to  con¬ 
struct  and  operate  apartments  for  rental  on 
land  leased  for  the  purpose  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  it  will  become  a  practical  impossibil¬ 
ity  longer  to  prevent  the  incursion  of  like 
developments  in  the  adjacent  single-family 
areas  which  are  privately  owned.  For  these 
reasons,  as  you  know,  the  taxpayers  in  these 
areas  are  gravely  concerned  about  the  effects 
of  the  proposed  amendment. 

Your  help  in  securing  the  elimination  of 
the  committee  amendment  and  restoring 
the  previously  enacted  appropriation  for 
Government  construction  of  dwelling  units 
is  urgently  needed. 

Respectfully  yours, 

William  L.  Daley, 
Chairman,  Oakmont  Citizens’  Com¬ 
mittee. 

Mi\  McFARLAND  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Ml’.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 
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Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  should  like  to  know 
whether  we  are  to  complete  action  on 
the  bill  tonight. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  No;  it  is  my  pur¬ 
pose  to  move  to  have  the  Senate  take  a 
recess  until  tomorrow  as  soon  as  certain 
incidental  matters  are  acted  on. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  wish  to  submit  an 
amendment  to  this  bill. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  can  be  done  to¬ 
morrow. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  However,  I  shall  not 
be  here  tomorrow. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  Senator 
wish  to  make  a  speech  in  connection 
with  his  amendment? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Yes,  I  wish  to  make 
a  brief  speech  in  connection  with  it. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  in 
further  answer  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Illinois,  let  me  say  that 
another  amendment  is  pending,  and  it 
was  thought  advisable  to  have  the  Senate 
take  a  recess  at  this  time  until  tomor¬ 
row.  Those  in  charge  of  the  bill  and  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Maryland 
iMr.  Butler]  thought  that  between  now 
and  tomorrow  they  might  be  able  to 
work  out  an  agreement.  I  told  them 
that  on  that  basis,  I  would  move  that  we 
now  take  a  recess  until  tomorrow.  How¬ 
ever,  if  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Illinois  wishes  to  make  a  few  remarks, 
we  shall  be  glad  to  accommodate  him. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  permit  me  to  proceed  for 
about  5  minutes,  I  think  I  can  dispose  of 
the  matter  I  have  in  mind  in  that  length 
of  time. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  the  junior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers]  not  to 
leave,  because  I  desire  to  make  an  obser¬ 
vation  regarding  a  matter  which  I  be¬ 
lieve  will  be  of  interest  to  him,  and  prob¬ 
ably  also  to  his  colleague,  the  senior 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland], 

The  matter  is  simply  this:  In  Febru¬ 
ary,  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Indi¬ 
ana  enacted  a  law  which  requires  that 
the  names  of  the  recipients  of  public  as¬ 
sistance  under  the  grant  program,  which 
is  provided  for  in  the  bill  now  pending 
before  the  Senate,  shall  be  made  rea¬ 
sonably  subject  to  public  inspection. 
There  is  a  reason  for  it.  A  great  many 
abuses  have  developed  as  a  result  of  the 
fact  that  such  names  are  not  subject 
to  public  inspection,  and  it  has  created 
something  of  a  difficulty,  something  of 
an  organization,  if  I  may  use  the  term, 
among  certain  social  workers,  which  has 
become  a  real  abuse  within  the  State  of 
Indiana.  That  was  why  the  legislature 
took  action. 

Strangely  enough,  the  Legislature  of 
the  State  of  Florida  took  similar  action; 
and  the  situation  has  also  been  under 
investigation  by  a  joint  committee  of 
the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Tennes¬ 
see.  If  I  were  here  tomorrow,  I  should 
offer  an  amendment  which  I  am  frank 
to  admit  would  be  legislative  in  char¬ 
acter,  and  therefore  subject  to  a  point  of 
order.  The  amendment  would  simply 
provide  that  no  State  shall  be  denied 
its  appropriate  funds  under  the  public 
assistance  program  by  virtue  of  the  fact 
that  it  requires,  by  legislative  enactment, 
that  there  shall  be  reasonable  inspection 


of  the  names  of- those  who  receive  public 
aid,  As  a  matter  of  fact,  representatives 
of  Indiana  are  here  at  the  present  time. 
They  have  a  controversy  with  Oscar 
Ewing,  who  for  the  moment  at  least  feels 
in  duty  bound  under  Federal  law  to 
withhold  $20,000,000  from  the  State  of 
Indiana. 

Mr.  JENNER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Indiana? 

Mr.  JENNER.  I  might  state  that  In¬ 
diana  has  a  lien  law  which  is  already  in 
existence,  and  which  has  been  in  exist¬ 
ence  for  several  years.  It  was  at  one 
time  repealed,  but  it  is  again  on  the 
statute  books,  where  it  has  been  for  sev¬ 
eral  years.  It  provides  practically  the 
same  thing  as  that  which  is  provided  by 
the  recent  act  of  our  State  legislature, 
in  that  every  dollar  paid  out  to  an  old- 
age  recipient  becomes  a  lien  on  his  prop¬ 
erty.  A  lien  is  a  matter  of  public  rec¬ 
ord  and  it  has  been  open  to  the  public 
all  these  years.  But,  all  of  a  sudden, 
a  bureaucrat  in  Washington  capriciously 
says,  “By  reason  of  the  law  which  was 
passed  last  February,  we  are  going  to 
withhold  the  $20,000,000,”  although  they 
have  been  giving  us  our  money.  It  is  our 
money.  All  these  years  that  lien  law  has 
been  on  the  statute  books  and  no  one  has 
ever  before  raised  an  objection.  The 
situation  shows  what  can  be  done  to  the 
citizens  of  a  State  by  a  bureaucrat  in 
Washington,  if  he  so  desires. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  want  to  say  to  my 
friend  that  I  happened  to  be  in  Indian¬ 
apolis  in  February  when  this  action  was 
taken  by  the  legislature,  which  was  then 
in  session.  My  own  interest  springs 
from  the  fact  that  a  great  many  abuses 
have  developed  within  the  State  of  Illi¬ 
nois.  There  has  been  an  awareness  in 
the  Illinois  State  Legislature  and  it  may 
take  some  action  at  a  very  early  date. 

The  Senate  Appropriations  Committee 
was  quite  aware  of  this  difficulty  because, 
in  its  report,  at  least,  it  makes  a  passing 
reference.  The  committee  says: 

The  growing  public  dissatisfaction  with 
the  granting  of  relief  payments  to  individ¬ 
uals  for  whom  family  care  is  available  was 
called  to  the  attention  of  the  committee. 
State  legislatures  have  indicated  an  aware¬ 
ness  of  the  problem  and  the  committee  will 
expect  to  observe  an  awareness  on  the  part 
of  officials  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance 
to  the  end  that  relief  payments  are  not 
profligately  expended.  It  is  believed  that 
a  sterner  attitude  might  result  in  considera¬ 
ble  economy  in  this  program,  without  deny¬ 
ing  a  single  case  of  bona  fide  need. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  if  one 
examines  the  rather  generous  hearings 
on  this  subject,  he  will  find  that  they 
are  very  meager  and  very  barren  of  any 
observations  or  any  testimony  on  that 
point,  yet  I  think  it  raises  one  of  the 
foremost  issues  before  the  country,  by 
virtue  of  the  fact  that  since  1943  the 
amount  for  public  assistance  appropri¬ 
ated  by  Congress  has  risen  from  approx¬ 
imately  $400,000,000  to  $1,300,000,000. 
In  the  State  of  Mississippi,  in  1948, 
roughly  400  persons  per  1,000  of  age  65 
were  on  the  relief  rolls.  Today  the  num¬ 
ber  is  over  700  per  1,000.  I  think  it  sums 
up  to  a  new  formula,  under  which  the 
Federal  Government  pays  75  percent  of 


the  first  $20,  and  50  percent  of  the  next 
$30,  up  to  $50,  and  so  a  State  can  put  up 
$1  and  get  $3  from  the  Federal  Qovern- 
ment.  There  is  a  tendency  not  to  scru¬ 
tinize  the  real  need,  but  simply  to  let 
everyone  finally  climb  onto  the  assist¬ 
ance  rolls. 

Recently  there  was  in  the  Sunday 
supplement  quite  a  statement  on  this 
matter.  There  were  comments  from  a 
very  wealthy  lawyer,  for  instance,  in 
Georgia,  who,  in  effect,  said  in  reply  to 
an  inquiry,  “Why  should  not  my  folks  be 
upon  the  relief  rolls?  After  all,  I  pay 
taxes.  While  I  can  support  them,  I  feel 
that  at  least  I  can  get  that  much  out  of 
the  public  Treasury.”  I  am  afraid  that 
attitude  is  becoming  rather  common  in 
certain  areas  of  the  country,  and  it  needs 
some  scrutiny.  There  is  one  way  in 
which  it  can  be  done,  and  that  is  to  allow 
the  legislatures  a  little  latitude  in  the 
matter,  without  having  Oscar  Ewing 
finally  rule  that,  because  opportunity 
is  given  to  inspect  the  names  of  people 
who  are  receiving  assistance,  therefore, 
th£  State  is  not  in  compliance  with  the 
Social  Security  Act,  and  therefore  it  is 
his  legal  responsibility  to  withhold  funds. 

I  am  sure  my  friend  from  Florida 
knows  full  well  what  the  situation  is  in 
his  State.  It  is  becoming  a  problem  in 
other  States  as  well,  and  I  had  hoped 
that  the  committee  would  deal  with  it  in 
more  generous  fashion  than  it  did  in  the 
report  and  in  the  hearings. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  should  like  to  say 
that  I  am  acquainted  with  the  situation, 
certainly  as  it  exists  in  Florida.  I  sub¬ 
scribe  to  everything  which  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Illinois  has  said. 
It  is  my  hope,  as  I  know  it  is  the  hope 
of  the  senior  Senator  from  Florida,  that 
these  rolls  may  somehow  be  opened  to 
proper  inspection.  I  have  personal 
knowledge  of  great  abuse,  which  resulted 
last  year  by  virtue  of  the  fact  that  the 
rolls  were  not  made  public.  Certainly 
the  people  of  Florida  and  the  people  of 
this  Nation  are  entitled  to  have  the  rolls 
opened  up.  If  there  is  any  way  that  I 
can  be  of  assistance  in  this  program,  I 
should  like  to  associate  myself  with  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  in  so  doing.  I 
thank  him  for  his  remarks. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Florida.  The  only  reason  for  de¬ 
taining  the  Senate  at  this  late  hour  is 
that  I  may  have  no  opportunity  tomor¬ 
row  to  present  this  matter.  I  hope,  as 
my  friend  from  Indiana  is  here,  that  ha 
will  submit  the  amendment,  and  I  hope 
also,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  I 
concede  that  it  is  legislative  in  character 
and  therefore  subject  to  a  point  of  order, 
that  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
will  accept  it  and  will  take  it  to  confer* 
ence,  and  then  develop  a  little  more 
testimony,  to  see  what  can  be  done.  The 
situation  is  acute.  The  legislature  of 
the  sovereign  State  of  Indiana  has 
spoken.  If  it  stands  by  its  guns,  it  means 
that  certain  people  in  Indian  will  be  fore¬ 
closed.  So  it  is  more  than  a  transient 
question. 

I  yield  the  floor. 
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tion  contractors  pay  nothing  toward  the  con¬ 
duction  cost  of  storage  facilities  such  as  i 
p\ovided  by  Hoover  Dam.  / 

The  second  group  of  projects  include  thos^ 
wltere  the  extent  of  irrigation  reimbursabilit^ 
is  affected  by  the  special  provisions  of  the 
Water  Conservation  and  Utilization  Act  jbf 
19331  and  by  other  special  legislation.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  period  1933  to  1940,  Congress  ap¬ 
propriated  large  sums  for  public  works 
throughout  the  United  States.  Reclamation, 
project';  were  among  the  public  works  initi¬ 
ated  tinder  the  authority  vested  in  the 
President  for  the  expenditure  of  relief  funds. 
Furthermore,  another  outgrowth  of  the  de¬ 
pression;  years  was  the  effort  of  Congress  to 
provide  through  reclamation  for  distressed 
conditions  in  the  western  plains  and  Moun¬ 
tain  Statks  affected  by  the  extreme  thought 
of  the  mld-1930’s.  The  Conservation  and 
Utilization]  Project  Act  of  August  11,  1939, 
authorized]  the  construction  of  projects  on 
the  basis  o£  joint  findings  of  feasibility  by 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  and  approved  by  the 
President.  The  act  provided  originally  for 
reimbursable  appropriations-  combined  with 
nonreimbursable  participation  by  the  Works 
Progress  Administration  and  the  Civilian 
Conservation  Corps,  thereby  miking  projects 
with  a  high  total  cost  per  acre  feasible,  pro¬ 
vided  sufficient  relief  labor  could  be  made 
available  to  hold  the  reimbursable  portion  to 
a  reasonable  amount.  This  act  ordinarily 
would  have  expired  with  termination  of  the 
WPA  and  CCC  at  the  beginning  of  World  War 
II.  Congress,  by  the  act  of  July  16,  1943, 
modified  the  original  law  to  permit  the  com¬ 
pletion  of  water  conservation  and  utility 
projects  which  could  show  a  general  benefit 
to  the  war  effort.  f 

Projects  in  this  second  category  of  partial 
irrigation  reimbursabili/y,  but  without  re¬ 
imbursement  aid  from;  other  project  reve¬ 
nues,  and  the  proportion  of  the  irrigation 
cost  payable  by  the  irrigators,  are  as  follows: 

Percent 

W.  C.  Austin . . - .  19 

Buffalo  Rapids _ / _ _ ,*_  30 

Buford-Trenton _ L - - -  68 

Eden _ /_ _ _ _  23 


Intake _ J. _  50 

Kendrick _ X _ V -  17 

Mancos _ L _ A _  23 

Mirage  Flats _ j. - -  27 

Missoula  Valley./ - - 4 -  16 

Newton _ 1 _ _ _ -  49 

Rathdrum  Prairie _ 4 - -  64 

Scofield _ f _  26 

All  of  the  puojects  in  the  second  group,  ex¬ 
cept  W.  C.  Austin,  Kendrick,  and  Tucumcari, 
were  WCU  J  projects.  Other  legislation 
established  the  extent  of  irrigation  reim¬ 
bursement  fcr  the  latter  three  projects. 

The  third  group  of  reclamation  projects 
include  those  where  the  payment  of  the  costs  ' 
allocated  yo  irrigation  is  aided  by  the  appli¬ 
cation  of /other  net  project  revenues,  such 
as  those  /from  power  and  municipal  water, 
to  the  return  of  Irrigation  construction 
costs.  Tails  list  includes,  in  addition  to  sev¬ 
eral  projects  authorized  by  special  legisla¬ 
tion,  tj/ose  projects  for  which  cost  alloca¬ 
tions  afre  governed  by  the  provisions  of  the 
Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939.  This  lat¬ 
ter  adt  was  the  first  general  legislation  au¬ 
thorizing  cost  allocations  for  reclamation 
projabts;  for  the  first  time  it  brought  into 
reclamation  law  the  concept  that  benefits 
from  reclamation  projects  were  more  than 
local  in  scope,  and  benefits  that  were  na¬ 
tional  in  character  should  not  be  a  burden 
on  the  beneficiaries  of  reclamation  projects. 

'Projects  where  the  return  of  the  costs 
Allocated  to  irrigation  is  aided  from  other 
project  revenues,  and  the  percentage  of  pay- 


\  ments  estimated  to  be  made  by  irrigators, 
\nclude  the  following: 

\  Percent 

Botge -  fid 

Central  Valley _  68 

Colorado-Big  Thompson _ 23 

Columbia  Basin _ 26 

Minidoka^ _ ___  99 

Missouri  River  Basin _  35 

Rio  Grande _ J. _  74 

Riverton _ _ _  99 

Shoshone _ , _ .... _ _  95 

Weber  Basin__\j. _ 74 

Yakima _ _ ; _  85 

Information  on\the  recently  authorized 
Middle  Rio  Grande,  Palisades,  and  Solano 
projects  is  in  process  of  analysis  and  can  be 
supplied  at  a  later  date  when  the  cost  allo¬ 
cations  have  been  formalized.  Information 
on  the  Yakima  project  does  not  include  the 
Kennewick  and  Roza  divisions,  and  not  all 
of  the  Folsom  Reservoir  cost  and  payments 
are  included  in  the  Central  Valley  project 
data.  You  will  understand,  of  course,  that 
the  data  for  the  Missouri  River'  basin  apply 
to  the  basin  as  a  whole,  whereas  the  propor¬ 
tion  of  reimbursability  by  individual  units 
of  the  project  is  expected  to  vary  consider¬ 
ably  around  this  average. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  this  opportunity 
of  providing  you  with  this  information. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Oscar  L.  Chapman-, 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

LABOR -FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1952 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  3709)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Labor, 
the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and  related 
independent  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  the  motion  of  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez]  to  suspend  the 
rule. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  ask  a  question  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 
I  notice  that  an  error  has  crept  into  the 
wording  of  the  bill.  It  was  not  the  in¬ 
tention  of  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions,  or  the  subcommittee,  nor  of  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  or  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  or  any  Senator,  that 
Freedmen’s  Hospital  should  be  included 
in  the  cut. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  wanted  to  ask  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  to  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent — or  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  will  make  the  request — that 
that  limitation  be  stricken  from  the  bill. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  in  order 
to  put  the  matter  before  the  Senate,  I 
v/ill  say  that  through  inadvertence  a 
limitation  was  included  in  the  bill,  as 
shown  on  page  13,  line  8,  as  follows: 
‘‘of  which  not  more  than  $2,053,786  shall 
be  available  for  personal  services.”  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  that  limita¬ 
tion  be  stricken,  inasmuch  as  it  was  in¬ 
cluded  through  an  error,  and  in  direct 
contravention  of  the  committee  action. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
without  objection,  the  correction  will  be 
made. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  when 
the  Senate  recessed  on  yesterday  we  were 
discussing  the  amendment  submitted  by 


t  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  with  ref- 
|  erence  to  the  construction  of  housing 
'  units  at  the  medical  center.  This  morn¬ 
ing  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  re- 
'  ceived  a  letter  from  Assistant  Surgeon 
General  W.  H.  Sebrell,  Jr.,  the  Director 
■  of  the  National  Institutes  of  Health,  with 
j  reference  to  that  particular  amendment. 

;  The  subject  was  thoroughly  discussed  by 
the  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
i  Butler]  and  by  the  Senator  from  New 
;  Mexico.  I  should  like  to  have  Senators 
:  who  are  interested  in  this  amendment 
1  listen  to  this  letter: 

June  13,  1951. 

Dear  Senator  Chavez:  At  the  request  of 
j  your  subcommittee  on  appropriations  of  the 
;  Senate,  we  are  submitting  the  following  in¬ 
formation  concerning  certain  aspects  of 
housing  for  key  emergency  personnel  re¬ 
quired  for  operation  of  the  clinical  center  of 
the  National  Institutes  of  Health. 

1.  Costs— 

I  believe  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
{Mr.  Butler]  inquired  as  to  costs. 

Estimates  were  made  and  submitted  May 
16,  1951,  on  the  costs  of  Government  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  60  units,  which  had  been  pro¬ 
vided  in  fiscal  1951  appropriations.  These 
were'SSS.OOO  per  annum  and  included  util¬ 
ities,  and  direct  expense  for  operation, 
maintenance,  and  repair  of  structures  and 
equipment.  When  this  figure  for  60  units 
is  projected  to  include  250  units,  it  becomes 
$241,000— 

Which  the  Government  would  have  to 
spend  on  the  upkeep  of  the  structures  if 
the  Government  were  to  build  them. 

Also,  for  the  250  units,  there  are  additional 
requirements  of  $33,500  for  the  maintenance 
and  repair  of  roads  and  walks,  street  lighting, 
and  the  grounds  upkeep,  making  a  total  per 
annum  cost  of  $274,500. 

2.  Revenue:  As  income  to  offset  these 
costs,  estimates  were  made  and  submitted 
also  on  May  16,  1951.  These  indicated  that 
from  60  units  the  annual  revenue  to  the 
Government  would  be  $56,600.  When  this 
figure  for  60  units  is  projected  to  Include 
250  units,  it  becomes  $236,000. 

To  the  State  of  Maryland.  So  in  ar¬ 
riving  at  a  conclusion  the  Senate  must 
decide  whether  someone  should  pay 
taxes  to  the  State  of  Maryland  to  the 
extent  of  $250,000,  or  whether  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  should  pay  for  the  upkeep. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  will  yield  as  soon  as 
I  have  finished  reading  the  letter.  Con¬ 
tinuing: 

However,  only  95  percent  occupancy  can 
be  expected  on  250  units.  Therefore,  the 
net  revenue  per  annum  becomes  $226,400. 

3.  The  difference  between  the  estimated 
costs  of  $274,500  and  revenue  of  $226,400  is 
$48,100.  These  figures,  according  to  stand¬ 
ard  Government  practice,  do  not  Include 
annual  interest  on  the  capital  investment  or 
estimates  for  depreciation. 

4.  It  is  estimated  that  250  units  would 
represent  a  capital  investment,  if  built  by 
private  enterprise,  of  approximately  $2,500,- 
000.  The  county  manager  of  Montgomery 
County — 

The  legal,  political,  and  fiscal  entity  cf 
Montgomery  County — 

Informs  us  that  the  tax  rate  estimated  to  be 
applicable  here  is  $2.40  per  $100  and  that 
evaluations  are  about  65  percent  of  construc¬ 
tion  costs.  When  65  percent  of  $2,500,000  is 
taken,  it  amounts  to  $1,625,000,  to  which  is 
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applied  the  tax  rate.  On  this  tax  base  Mont¬ 
gomery  County  would  obtain  an  annual  tax 
revenue  of  $39,000.  The  calculation  does  not 
include  State  tax  revenues  which  would 
come  from  net  income. 

5.  The  proposed  language  incorporates 
those  provisions  of  the  Wherry  Act  (Public 
Law  211,  81st  Cong.)  which  are  applicable  to 
the  housing  requirements  of  the  Clinical 
Center. 

In  other  words,  within  the  provisions 
of  the  Wherry  Act  provision  could  be 
made  applicable  to  the  clinic  at  Bethesda. 
Senators  should  bear  in  mind  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  is  not  directly 
interested  one  way  or  the  other  in  the 
Bethesda  Center,  except  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  the  public  welfare  and  good  gov¬ 
ernment.  He  is  not  politically  or  person¬ 
ally  interested  in  the  problem. 

The  term  of  99  years  for  the  lease  was 
taken  from  section  801  (a) ,  which  defines  the 
“mortgage”  available  for  insurance  under 
the  Wherry  Act  to  mean  “a  first  mortgage  on 
real  estate,  in  fee  simple,  or  on  a  leasehold 
(1)  under  a  lease  for  not  less  than  99  years 
which  is  renewable;  or  (2)  under  a  lease  for 
a  period  of  not  less  than  50  years  to  run  from 
the  date  the  mortgage  was  executed  *  * 

Our  legal  counsel  recommended  as  best  for 
NIH  purposes  the  phrase  “not  more  than  99 
years”  without  the  renewable  clause  of  the 
Wherry  Act.  In  fact,  the  project — 

He  is  now  speaking  of  the  Medical 
Center — 

can  be  soundly  operated  and  amortized  on  a 
50-year  basis  if  that  is  preferred. 

The  provision  that  the  Surgeon  General 
establish  terms  and  conditions  for  the  lease  is 
adapted  from  section  805  of  the  Wherry  Act, 
which  states:  “Whenever  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army,  Navy,  or  Air  Force  determines  that 
it  is  desirable  to  lease  real  property  *  *  * 

to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  title,  the 
Secretary  concerned  is  authorized  to  lease 
such  property  *  *  *  upon  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  in  his  opinion  will  best  serve 
the  national  interest” — 

So  everything  would  be  kept  within 
proper  legal  authority. 

The  extension  of  the  Surgeon  General’s 
"terms  and  conditions”  to  regulate  the  pri¬ 
vate  operation  of  the  quarters  is  similar  to 
section  803,  subsection  (b)  (2),  which  states 
that  “Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  any 
other  law,  preference  or  priority  of  oppor¬ 
tunity  in  the  occupancy  of  the  mortgaged 
property  for  such  personnel  and  their  imme¬ 
diate  families  shall  be  provided  under  such 
regulations  and  procedures  as  may  be  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Commissioner.” 

I  call  this  portion  of  the  letter  par¬ 
ticularly  to  the  attention  of  my  good 
friend  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Wherry], 
who  sponsored  the  so-called  Wherry  Act. 

The  principal  feature  of  the  Wherry  Act 
Which  is  not  contained  in  the  proposed  lan¬ 
guage  is  the  Government  insurance  provi¬ 
sion  to  protect  the  mortgage.  After  con¬ 
sultation  with  the  Federal  Housing  Adminis¬ 
tration  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  we  felt 
confident  that  the  NIH  quarters,  as  a  part 
of  a  permanent  medical  research  center — 

Long  ago  authorized  by  the  Congress — . 
may  well  have  less  investment  risk  for  a 
private  developer  than  housing  projects  at 
Isolated  military  installations.  The  language 
would  therefore  permit  the  successful  bid¬ 
der  to  secure  conventional  private  financing 
or  to  apply  for  mortgage  insurance  under 
Federal  Housing  procedure. 

We  have  been  hearing  about  that  for 
years.  We  have  been  hearing  about  get¬ 
ting  back  to  normalcy  and  letting  Amer¬ 


ican  business  proceed  in  the  way  it  has 
proceeded  for  many  years.  That  is  what 
we  are  trying  to  do  by  this  amendment. 

The  language  would  therefore  permit  the 
successful  bidder — 

I  do  not  know  who  he  might  be,  but 
he  would  be  in  private  enterprise.  He 
would  be  investing  his  own  money.  He 
would  be  taking  a  chance,  including  the 
chance  of  being  able  to  rent  the  prop¬ 
erty — 

to  secure  conventional  private  financing  or 
to  apply  for  mortgage  insurance  under  Fed¬ 
eral  Housing  procedure. 

What  is  wrong  with  that?  The  suc¬ 
cessful  bidder  could  go  to  a  bank  in 
Maryland  or  in  Washington  and  he  could 
say,  “I  have  a  legitimate  business  pro¬ 
posal  to  build  houses  at  the  Medical  Cen¬ 
ter  in  Bethesda.  Do  you  think  it  is  a 
good  business  deal?”  In  other  words, 
Mr.  President,  he  would  take  a  chance, 
and  the  banker  would  take  a  chance. 
Under  the  law  he  could  also  apply  for 
conventional  mortgage  insurance  under 
the  Federal  Housing  procedure.  We 
passed  the  law.  What  is  wrong  with  a 
builder  in  Bethesda,  in  order  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  a  law  which  Con¬ 
gress  passed,  when  building  houses 
which  are  needed  at  the  Medical  Center 
in  Bethesda,  to  applying  for  mortgage 
insurance? 

I  continue  to  read  from  the  letter: 

In  the  latter  case  the  standard  FHA  regu¬ 
lations  would  be  incorporated  in  the  terms 
and  conditions  determined  by  the  Surgeon 
General. 

It  would  not  be  a  one-way  affair.  It 
would  be  in  keeping  with  what  I  think 
has  been  the  desire,  especially  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle,  that  we  let  busi¬ 
ness  take  its  course. 

6.  To  make  the  intent  of  the  legislation 
quite  clear,  especially  to  the  community,  it 
may  be  desirable — 

We  are  now  talking  about  the  fine  cit¬ 
izens  of  Montgomery  County,  who  live 
within  the  area  in  which  the  National 
Institutes  of  Health  are  located — 
it  may  be  desirable  to  specify  clearly  a  lim¬ 
itation  of  “not  to  exceed  250  units,  the 
occupancy  of  which  shall  be  limited  entirely 
to  the  employees  of  the  National  Institutes 
of  Health.” 

Mr.  President,  my  home  is  2,000  miles 
from  Montgomery  County,  Md.  How¬ 
ever,  I  know  Montgomery  County.  I 
know  families  in  Montgomery  County. 
I  know  teachers  in  Rockville.  I  know 
nurses  in  Bethesda.  Some  of  the  resi¬ 
dents  there  are  former  citizens  of  my 
State,  who  now  live  within  the  area. 
But  they  own  their  own  homes,  and  pay 
taxes  in  Montgomery  County.  The  in¬ 
terest  of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
in  this  instance  is  not  personal  or  po¬ 
litical.  I  am  trying  to  perform  my  duty 
as  chairman  of  a  subcommittee  which 
is  investigating  the  requirements  of  Fed¬ 
eral  functions.  I  say  to  Senators,  “Do 
not  tell  me  that  you  want  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  proceed  in  a  normal  way,  if  you 
object  to  a  committee  recommendation 
that  we  let  private  enterprise  in  the 
State  of  Maryland  construct  houses  at 
no  cost  to  the  American  taxpayers  any¬ 
where  in  the  country,  including  Mont¬ 
gomery  County,  and  by  which  the  State 
of  Maryland  would  collect  taxes.” 


The  houses  would  have  to  be  built 
anyway. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident.  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  will  yield  in  a  mo¬ 
ment.  Millions  of  dollars  of  taxpayers’ 
money  has  been  spent  to  construct  the 
institution.  No  one  would  dare  say  it 
should  not  be  there.  The  National  In¬ 
stitutes  of  Health  are  a  creature  of  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States.  I  con¬ 
gratulate  the  State  of  Maryland  and  the 
people  of  Montgomery  County  that  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  was  able 
to  build  the  institution  in  Montgomery 
County. 

The  Institute  is  active.  It  is  investi¬ 
gating  the  heart  conditions  of  millions 
of  people.  It  is  investigating  the  mental- 
health  of  millions  of  people.  It  is  in¬ 
vestigating  the  causes  of  cancer 
throughout  the  country,  and  endeavor¬ 
ing  to  find  a  cure  for  that  dread  disease. 
It  is  dealing  with  human  beings  and 
with  humanity.  Congress,  in  its  wis¬ 
dom,  placed  the  institution  in  Montgom¬ 
ery  County  and  has  appropriated  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  for  it.  It  is  continuing 
to  operate.  The  people  who  are  con¬ 
nected  with  the  institution  are  entitled 
to  have  a  place  to  sleep.  They  are  en¬ 
titled  to  be  out  of  the  weather.  The  only 
question  is  whether  we  want  to  provide 
for  them  through  a  Government  appro¬ 
priation,  by  taking  the  money  out  of  the 
taxpayers’  pockets,  or  letting  American 
businessmen  take  a  chance.  The  issue 
is  simple.  There  is  no  question  in  my 
mind  about  the  necessity  of  constructing 
the  housing. 

I  will  say  to  my  good  friend  from  Ne¬ 
braska  [Mr.  Wherry]  that  I  think  he 
sponsored  a  very  fine  law.  I  believe  it  is 
in  keeping  with  what  we  are  all  trying 
to  fight  for,  namely,  the  American  way 
of  life.  If  Jim  Jones,  of  Bethesda  or 
Baltimore,  wants  to  construct  250  units 
at  Bethesda  and  take  the  chance  that  he 
will  get  his  money  back,  what  is  wrong 
with  letting  him  do  it?  Is  that  not  pref¬ 
erable  to  taking  money  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Treasury,  a  process  to  which  so 
many  have  been  objecting? 

I  now  yield  to  my  good  friend  from 
Maryland. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  The  ju¬ 
nior  Senator  from  Maryland  certainly 
does  not  object  to  providing  adequate 
housing  at  the  National  Health  Insti¬ 
tutes  at  Bethesda.  I  realize  that  housing 
will  have  to  be  built.  However,  directly 
across  the  road  from  the  Bethesda  Medi¬ 
cal  Center  there  are  apartment  units 
similar  to  the  ones  which  are  proposed 
to  be  built  under  the  Senator’s  amend¬ 
ment.  I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  whether  the  State  of 
Maryland  receives  one  penny  of  taxes 
from  any  of  the  apartment  units  which 
are  located  across  the  street  from  the 
Medical  Center? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  what  we  are 
trying  to  avoid.  That  is  why  we  are 
recommending  this  kind  of  construction. 
Out  of  all  the  apartment  units  at  the 
Naval  Clinic  the  State  -of  Maryland  does 
not  receive  1  cent  in  taxes.  We  are  try¬ 
ing  to  help  the  State  of  Maryland  get 
some  return  from  the  construction  of  the 
buildings. 


1951 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


6615 


Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Is  it  not 
correct,  to  say  that  under  existing  law 
the  Government  of  the  United  States 
could  tax  the  property  at  any  time  it 
desired  to  do  so,  even  though  it  had  been 
built  under  private  auspices? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Maryland  is  not  going  to  argue 
with  me  along  that  line,  because  I  know 
what  it  means  to  have  land  in  the  owner¬ 
ship  of  the  Federal  Government.  Sixty- 
three  percent  of  all  the  land  of  my  State 
is  not  on  the  tax  rolls  of  my  State. 
Thirty-seven  percent  of  the  land  of  the 
State  pays  for  the  cost  of  the  State  Gov¬ 
ernment.  I  understand  what  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  has  in  mind.  I  would  not 
like  to  see  the  Federal  Government  go  to 
Virginia  and  take  eight  counties  com¬ 
pletely  off  the  tax  rolls.  Nor  would  I  like 
to  see  the  Federal  Government  do  it  in 
New  Mexico  or  in  Maryland.  But  in 
order  to  be  consistent,  what  we  are  try¬ 
ing  to  do  is  to  help  avoid  a  similar  situ¬ 
ation  in  Montgomery  County.  We  are 
trying  to  permit  the  State  of  Maryland 
to  collect  some  taxes  from  this  develop¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Is  there 
any  compelling  reason  why  the  confer¬ 
ence  committee  could  not  strike  out  the 
tax  provision?  Taxes  are  not  paid  in 
similar  situations,  so  why  should  we  in 
Maryland  be  treated  differently  in  that 
respect? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Do  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  that  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
wishes  to  have  arrangements  made  so 
that  Maryland  will  be  unable  to  collect 
taxes  in  connection  with  this  develop¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  No;  I  do 
not.  I  want  Maryland  to  be  able  to 
collect  taxes,  and  that  is  the  only  in¬ 
ducement  to  the  county  authorities  to 
favor  this  provision.  I  know  the  amend¬ 
ment  contains  a  provision  in  regard  to 
taxes,  but  there  is  no  reason  why  the 
conference  committee  could  not  strike  it 
out,  and  the  conference  committee  prob¬ 
ably  would. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
the  Senator  from  Maryland  to  have  the 
same  faith  in  me  that  I  have  in  him. 

On  page  6568  of  the  Record  we  find 
the  following: 

such  quarters  and  facilities  to  be  constructed 
and  operated  without  regard  to  local  zoning 
limitations,  but  to  be  subject — 

That  is  rather  clear  language — 
for  the  term  of  the  lease  to  State  and  local 
taxation  on  the  same  basis  as  other  property 
in  the  community. 

If  the  Senator  from  Maryland  can 
suggest  clearer  language  than  that  to 
carry  out  that  purpose,  we  shall  be  glad 
to  accept  it. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  I  am  not 
complaining  about  the  language,  but  I 
point  out  that  there  are  similar  housing 
units  within  100  yards  of  this  very  loca¬ 
tion,  and  from  them  the  government  of 
Maryland  collects  no  taxes.  So  it  is  not 
very  likely  that  the  development  now 
under  discussion  would  continue  to  pay 


taxes  for  any  length  of  time,  because  it  is 
an  integral  part  of  the  hospital — just  as 
much  a  part  of  the  hospital  as  is  the 
operating  room  of  the  hospital. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No;  so  far  as  the  legal 
entitites  are  concerned,  they  are  two 
separate  developments.  The  develop¬ 
ment  the  Senator  from  Maryland  is  now 
discussing  is  a  naval  institution,  pure 
and  simple.  The  National  Institutes  of 
Health  are  separate  units,  created  by  the 
Congress  for  particular  purposes.  They 
have  nothing  to  do  with  taking  care  of 
those  in  the  Navy  who  are  sick. 

I  agree  with  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  with  regard  to  the  taxation  feature. 
I  object  just  as  strenuously  as  he  does  to 
tax  exemption,  because  millions  of  acres 
in  my  State  are  not  on  the  tax  rolls,  and 
I  do  not  like  to  have  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  take  property  off  the  tax  rolls  in 
Virginia  or  in  New  Mexico  or  in  Prince 
Georges  County  or  Montgomery  County, 
Md.,  or  any  other  county,  and  not  make 
some  kind  of  recompense  for  it.  That 
is  what  we  are  trying  to  arrange  for 
here;  we  are  trying  to  place  Maryland 
in  the  position  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  has  in  mind. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield  to 
me,  to  permit  me  to  make  a  statement? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  First,  I  desire  to  ex¬ 
press  to  the  senior  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  our  appreciation  of  his  forth¬ 
rightness  and  his  very  commendable  at¬ 
titude.  I  know  full  well  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  is  almost  as  much 
a  part  of  the  State  of  Maryland  as  are 
the  citizens  of  Maryland  who  vote  there 
and  claim  Maryland  as  their  residence. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  .1  love  the  free  State. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  I  say  that  because 
over  a  period  of  many  years  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  has,  either  directly  or 
indirectly,  been  associated  with  Mary¬ 
land  in  one  way  or  another,  and  has 
been  most  welcome  there.  He  is  highly 
regarded  by  the  citizens  of  the  State; 
and  I  know  full  well  that  in  connection 
with  this  matter  he  has  the  interests  of 
the  State  of  Maryland  just  as  much  at 
heart  as  do  we  who  have  been  elected 
from  that  State. 

There  are  several  aspects  of  this  mat¬ 
ter  to  which  I  should  like  to  address 
myself,  if  I  may  have  the  permission  of 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  to  do  so. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  am  glad  to  yield  for 
that  purpose. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
may  proceed. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  Mr.  President,  in 
making  this  brief  statement,  I  wish  to 
say  first  that  I  associate  myself  with  the 
position  taken  yesterday  in  the  Senate 
by  the  junior  Senator  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  Butler].  I  am  familiar  with  what 
he  has  stated,  and  I  am  in  full  accord 
with  the  views  he  expresses,  because  I 
feel  that  an  overriding  consideration  in 
connection  with  this  entire  matter  is  the 
effect  on  the  interests  of  the  property 
owners  and  citizens  of  that  very  enter¬ 
prising  community.  As  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  well  knows,  there  is 


hardly  to  be  found  a  community  whose 
citizens  have  invested  more  of  their  own 
possessions  and  have  built  homes  with 
greater  expectations  of  personal  enjoy¬ 
ment  of  them  than  have  the  citizens  of 
this  area  of  Montgomery  County.  Hie 
splendid  residences  which  they  have  built 
give  evidence  of  their  interest  and  faith 
in  that  community. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  permit,  I  should  like  to  ask 
whether  he  feels  that  the  expenditure  of 
the  millions  of  dollars  at  the  Bethesda 
Naval  Hospital  and  the  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars  at  the  National  Institutes  of  Health 
has  interefered  with  the  development  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  has  just  men¬ 
tioned. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  I  am  very  glad  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  has  asked  that 
question,  because  I  happened  to  be  pres¬ 
ent  when  the  cornerstone  of  the  Naval 
Hospital  was  laid  by  a  great  American, 
Franklin  D.  Roosevelt.  Since  that  time 
I  have  followed  the  progress  of  that  in¬ 
stitution  and  I  have  familiarized  myself 
with  it,  so  that  certainly  I  know  what  has 
transpired  there.  I  am  confidently  of 
the  belief  that  that  institution  has  been 
of  great  benefit  to  America.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  is  entirely  cor¬ 
rect  in  what  he  has  so  eloquently  stated 
in  regard  to  the  humanitarian  efforts 
and  the  successful  endeavors  which  have 
been  made  there  in  Maryland  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  humankind. 

Although  possibly  we  in  Maryland  have 
suffered  by  reason  of  a  slight  diminu¬ 
tion  of  tax  revenues,  nevertheless  that 
has  been  overbalanced,  I  am  sure,  by  the 
great  benefits  which  have  come  to  other 
States  and,  I  may  say,  to  the  entire 
world  as  a  result  of  the  research  and 
other  work  which  has  been  done  there. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  should  like  to  ask  a 
question  of  the  Senator  from  Maryland. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  I  am  very  glad  to 
have  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  do 
so. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  personnel  at  the 
naval  hospital  and  the  personnel  at  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health  are  con¬ 
siderable  in  number,  as  I  am  sure  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  will  agree. 

Mr.  O'CONOR.  Yes,  I  agree. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Those  persons  make 
daily  purchases  within  the  State  of  Mary¬ 
land,  and  the  State  of  Maryland  has  a 
sales  tax.  Is  not  that  correct? 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  So  by  reason  of  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  these  millions  of  dollars  of 
Federal  Government  funds,  although  the 
State  of  Maryland  may  not  be  able  to 
collect  quite  as  much  money  in  the  way 
of  property  taxes,  it  does  obtain  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  the- additional  payments  which  are 
made  in  connection  with  its  sales  tax. 
Is  not  that  correct? 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  Although  I  agree  with 
the  Senator,  yet  probably  this  is  not  the 
time  to  debate  those  relative  benefits  and 
advantages  or  disadvantages.  However, 
the  Senator  is  correct  in  saying  that  im¬ 
mediate  benefits  do  flow  from  that 
source. 

I  return  to  the  point  that  the  State 
of  Maryland  and,  in  particularly,  the  im¬ 
mediate  community  affected,  have  given 
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much  to  these  very  worthy  institutions 
and  also  have  suffered  some  losses  by 
way  of  a  decrease  in  tax  revenues.  How¬ 
ever.  I  prefer  not  to  base  my  conclusion 
upon  that  consideration  as  much  as  upon 
the  immediate  effect  on  the  residents 
who  are  members  of  that  great  and 
splendid  community — and  particularly 
upon  the  question  of  whether  we  in  Con¬ 
gress  may  be  doing  something  which  will 
adversely  affect  the  holdings  and  homes 
and  residences  of  the  several  thousands 
of  families  who  live  in  that  immediate 
vicinity. 

Mr.  President,  several  questions  were 
raised  in  yesterday’s  debate  which  we 
think  have  since  been  clarified.  The  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
stated  that  the  crux  of  this  issue  is 
whether  the  nurses’  and  doctors’  quar¬ 
ters,  which  are  to  be  a  part  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  hospital,  shall  be  built  with 
private  money  or  with  Government 
money,  and  he,  together  with  one  of  the 
other  Members  of  the  Senate,  under¬ 
standably  indicates  a  preference  for  the 
use  of  private  money. 

I  may  say  that  I  am  heartily  in  accord 
with  the  maximum  use  of  private  enter¬ 
prise  and  the  minimum  use  of  public 
construction;  but  it  seems  to  me  that 
that  principle  does  not  entirely  solve  the 
problems  which  we  here  face.  We  be¬ 
lieve  that  Government  money  will  pay 
for  these  hospital  quarters,  no  matter 
what  or  who  constructs  and  operates 
them,  and  that  it  is  for  us  to  consider 
whether  it  might  be  more  expensive  for 
the  Federal  taxpayers  if  the  quarters 
were  privately  constructed  and  oper¬ 
ated;  because,  if  this  were  not  so,  then 
the  Government  might  be  making  a  seri¬ 
ous  mistake  by  constructing  its  own 
buildings  elsewhere,  as  in  the  case  of  post 
offices  and  Army  barracks. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  I  yeld  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  wonder  whether  the 
Senator  has  considered  the  question  as 
to  which  of  these  programs  would  throw 
the  heavier  burden  upon  the  taxpayers. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  I  have  given  consider¬ 
ation  to  that,  and  we  believe  that  ulti¬ 
mately  there  will  be  a  greater  burden 
thrown  upon  the  local  taxpayers  if  it  is 
financed  in  the  way  which  has  here  been 
suggested.  We  believe  that  the  nurses’ 
home  and  the  quarters  for  resident 
surgeons  and  house  doctors  are  as  much 
parts  of  a  hospital  as  are  the  wards, 
kitchens,  and  operating  rooms.  At  the 
Bethesda  Naval  Hospital,  as  has  been 
stated  by  the  junior  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land,  directly  across  the  road  from  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health,  quarters 
are  provided  for  both  the  professional 
and  the  nonprofessional  staffs.  Every 
Government  hospital  of  which  I  have 
heard  provides  necessary  quarters  for 
its  key  personnel  and  offices  appropriate 
to  the  construction  of  the  hospital.  The 
authorization  for  this  research  hospital 
now  under  construction  included  not 
only  the  hospital  building,  but  also  the 
necessary  service  buildings  and  the  es¬ 
sential  quarters  for  the  hospital  person¬ 
nel.  If  this  building,  which  is  part  of  a 
public  construction  project  on  public 


land,  to  house  public  employees,  is  con¬ 
structed  with  private  capital  and  oper¬ 
ated  privately,  the  Government  will  be 
paying  the  rent  on  the  building  through 
the  rental  allowance  it  must  pay  to  its 
commissioned  personnel. 

It  was  stated  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  yesterday  that  there  would  be  annual 
operating  costs  of  about  $58,000  if  the 
Government  were  to  build  and  to  operate 
these  quarters,  and  the  statement  was 
repeated  this  morning.  But  it  was  not 
pointed  out  that  there  would  be  an 
annual  rental  of  approximately  from 
$200,000  to  $300,000  paid  out  of  appro¬ 
priated  funds  if  private  persons  were  to 
operate  the  250-unit  project. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  do  not  quite  get  the 
Senator’s  point.  I  wonder  whether  the 
Senator  would  elaborate  on  it,  because  I 
am  very  much  interested  in  it.  In  order 
that  the  Senator  may  understand  the 
point  of  my  question,  I  may  say  it  is  my 
understanding  that  in  all  of  the  Wherry 
housing,  whether  it  is  connected  with 
military  installations  or  colleges,  or 
whether  it  is  connected  with  atomic- 
energy  projects,  the  conditions  are  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Government,  and  the  les¬ 
see  must  account  for  his  own  rents. 

Yesterday  afternoon  the  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Butler],  if  I  understood  his  statement, 
said  it  would  cost  more  to  build  this 
project  under  private  enterprise  than 
for  the  Government  to  build  it,  because 
of  the  rental  consideration,  and  that 
the  cost  to  the  taxpayer  would  be  great¬ 
er.  What  I  was  apprehensive  about  last 
night  was  whether  the  project  as  pro¬ 
vided  for  by  the  amendment  would  meet 
the  conditions  of  the  Federal  Housing 
Authority  for  insurance  and  in  other 
ways.  If  those  conditions  cannot  be 
met,  the  structure  cannot  be  built  by 
private  enterprise.  If  they  can  be  met, 
certainly  the  private  enterpriser  who 
builds  the  project  will  be  able  to  get  the 
money  from  the  revenues  derived  with 
which  to  pay  the  necessary  annual 
amortization  on  the  project  until  it  is 
completely  amortized,  at  which  time  it 
will  then  revert  to  the  one  who  gives  the 
lease. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  I  may  answer - 

Mr.  WHERRY.  If  the  Senator  will 
pardon  me,  what  I  desire  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  to  explain  to  me  is  this: 
If  that  be  true,  if  those  provisions  are 
met,  then  will  the  Senator  please  say 
why  he  thinks  that,  if  the  Government 
builds  this  project  by  direct  appropria¬ 
tions,  it  will  cost  the  taxpayers  less 
money  than  if  it  were  built  otherwise? 
Does  the  Senator  understand  what  I 
mean? 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  I  understand,  and  I 
am  in  accord  with  the  junior  Senator 
from  Maryland,  whom  I  see  standing, 
wanting  to  comment;  and  I  shall  be  very 
glad  to  have  him  do  so,  if  he  desires. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  The 
senior  Senator  from  Maryland  has  the 
floor,  and  I  would  rather  have  him  do  it. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  In  answer  to  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska,  I  may  say  I 


agree  with  the  position  taken  by  the 
junior  Senator  from  Maryland,  because 
I  think  the  allowances  which  are  made 
to  the  personnel  must  necessarily  be 
such  that  the  builder  will  be  operating 
at  a  profit.  While  we,  of  course,  ap¬ 
plaud  every  effort  made  to  have  private 
enterprise  take  over,  yet  in  this  particu¬ 
lar  instance,  where  there  are  conditions 
totally  different  from  those  covered  by 
construction  projects  under  the  Wher¬ 
ry  Act - 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Just  a  moment, 
please.  I  did  not  get  the  Senator’s  last 
statement. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  I  was  about  to  say 
that  I  think  there  are  conditions  ob¬ 
taining  in  this  case  which  are  vastly 
different  from  those  which  apply  to  con¬ 
struction  under  the  Wherry  Act.  I  re¬ 
call  being  with  the  junior  Senator  from 
Nebraska  at  the  ground-breaking  at  the 
Naval  Academy. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  There,  where  there 
was  no  other  housing  available  and 
where  there  were  possibilities  of  deac¬ 
tivation,  which  of  course  would  make  it 
unattractive  possibly  for  private  capital 
to  undertake  construction,  it  was  very 
necessary  that  the  housing  should  be 
provided  and  that  the  Government 
should  erect  it.  As  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  has  stated,  I  think  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska  did  a  very  splendid 
thing  in  sponsoring  the  so-called  Wher¬ 
ry  Act,  but  we  think  the  conditions  in 
this  instance  are  so  different  as  to  make 
that  act  inapplicable. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  What  is  the  differ¬ 
ence  between  the  conditions  which  are 
imposed  by  the  provisions  of  the  Wher¬ 
ry  Act  on  a  project  on  a  military  in¬ 
stallation,  or  one  near  military  installa¬ 
tions,  and  this  project  in  Maryland? 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  Take  the  one  where 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  personally 
participated  in  the  ground-breaking: 
Had  it  not  been  for  the  procedure  fol¬ 
lowed  in  that  construction  work,  I  dare 
say  the  facilities  would  not  have  been 
made  available,  because  there  were  con¬ 
ditions  applicable  at  that  location  which 
might  very  well  have  made  it  unattrac¬ 
tive  to  private  enterprise. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  understand  that. 
It  is  the  question  of  building  an  installa¬ 
tion  in  an  isolated  place,  where  it  would 
not  otherwise  be  built. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  trying  to  resolve 
this  question  in  my  own  mind.  If  the 
explanation  which  has  been  given  is  cor¬ 
rect — and  I  have  no  reason  to  doubt  it  at 
all — all  the  conditions  of  the  Wherry  Act 
are  complied  with  in  the  case  of  this  in¬ 
stallation  in  Maryland,  even  regarding 
insurance.  It  is  even  thought  to  be 
much  better  so  far  as  the  insurance  fea¬ 
ture  goes  than  an  installation  of  a  mili¬ 
tary  character  in  an  isolated  place,  and 
that  it  is  even  more  attractive  commer¬ 
cially.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  all  these 
units  will  be  rented?  If  anyone  who 
works  at  the  Institutes  have  an  allow¬ 
ance  because  of  his  military  status,  he 
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would  have  the  same  privilege  anywhere 
he  went. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  would  be  true, 
whether  he  went  to  Annapolis  or 
wherever  he  went. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  correct.  If 
this  is  to  be  a  private  building  it  must 
obtain  revenue  from  monthly  rentals 
payable  in  cash,  in  order  to  fulfill  the 
conditions  imposed  by  the  Wherry  Act, 
and  the  situation  in  that  respect  would 
be  the  same  in  Maryland  as  it  is  sup¬ 
posed  to  be  throughout  the  country. 

I  ask  the  Senator  from  Maryland  to 
point  out  wherein  there  is  any  difference. 
If  there  is  no  difference,  then  I  am  forced 
to  say  that  certainly  the  housing  should 
be  built  in  the  private-enterprise  way, 
and,  for  the  life  of  me,  I  cannot  see  that 
it  would  cost  more  to  do  it  that  way  than 
it  would  to  have  it  built  at  Government 
expense. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  If  the  Senator  will 
bear  with  me  for  a  few  more  moments, 
we  have  made  a  computation  of  rentals, 
cost,  and  allowances,  and  we  find  that 
there  will  be  made  available  for  rentals 
approximately  $250,000,  which  amount, 
of  course,  the  Government  will  continue 
to  pay  and  which  we  think  will  more 
than  offset  the  allowances. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  allowances  are 
an  entirely  different  matter.  They 
would  not  make  any  difference  at  all.  If 
I  built  an  installation  in  Washington 
and  an  Army  officer  who  could  not  live 
on  the  post  had- to  rent  privately,  he 
would  pay  me  the  cash,  because  it  would 
be  allowed  to  him  by  the  Government. 
There  is  not  involved  the  question  of  a 
subsidy  to  be  paid  directly  by  the 
Government  to  the  private-enterprise 
builder.  That  is  the  point  I  am  making. 
There  might  be  difficulties  with  reference 
to  zoning.  There  might  be  a  building  on 
Government  property  constructed  by 
outside  builders  in  the  locality.  There 
might  be  some  zoning  condition,  some 
opening  up  of  territory  to  private  build¬ 
ers,  but  if  I  correctly  understand  the 
explanation,  I  do  not  see  any  difference, 
in  the  application  of  the  law  in  Maryland 
and  any  other  State,  with  reference  to 
any  military  or  near-military  installa¬ 
tion,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Wherry 
Act,  which  provides  that  the  construc¬ 
tion  must  be  amortized  by  private  money 
until  it  is  paid  for,  and  that  then  it  shall 
revert  to  the  Government. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield 
to  the  Senator.  I  have  yielded  to  the 
senior  Senator  from  Maryland  for  the 
purpose  of  making  an  explanation,  but 
I  do  not  desire  to  lose  my  place  on  the 
floor. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Maryland  be  allowed  to  make 
a  statement. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  junior  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  may  proceed. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  I  should 
like  to  answer,  if  I  can,  the  argument  of 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska.  I  think 
there  is  this  difference:  If  the  housing 


accommodations  were  not  built  under 
Federal  auspices  and  those  needing 
quarters  had  to  get  their  housing  in  a 
private  building,  it  would  cost  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  more  money,  through  the 
granting  of  allowances,  than  it  would  to 
build  the  housing. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  If  the  officers  receive 
allowances  it  does  not  make  any  differ¬ 
ence  whether  they  live  in  Maryland  or 
in  Nebraska.  They  have  to  account  for 
the  rental. 

Mr..  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  It  is  my 
understanding  that  if  they  are  in  Gov¬ 
ernment  housing  they  do  not  get  allow¬ 
ances. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  think  it  will  be 
found  that  in  the  case  of  officers,  they 
are  given  rental  as  a  part  of  their  com¬ 
pensation,  wherever  they  are  located, 
and  in  the  event  they  do  not  have  quar¬ 
ters  on  the  post,  they  have  to  pay  rental, 
whether  the  housing  is  built  privately 
or  by  the  Government. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
talking  directly  about  the  National  Insti¬ 
tutes  of  Health.  There  is  only  one  class 
of  persons  who  would  be  eligible  for 
allowances.  They  are  commissioned 
officers  in  the  Public  Health  Service, 
Besides  that,  there  are  nurses,  the  cus¬ 
todial  force,  the  man  who  shovels  the 
coal  or  turns  on  the  oil  for  the  furnace, 
and  there  are  other  workers  who  do  not 
receive  any  allowance  and  who  would 
be  subject  to  paying  rent  to  the  private 
enterprise. 

It  is  extremely  simple,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico.  I 
hope  Senators  will  not  tell  me  how  much 
they  love  private  enterprise.  There  is 
one  thing  that  should  be  done;  housing 
must  be  provided  for  those  connected 
with  the  institutes  of  health.  Do  we 
want  the  Government  to  build  it,  or  do 
we  want  some  businessman  from  the 
State  of  Maryland  to  build  it?  That  is 
all  there  is  to  the  question. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HILL.  I  have  the  figures  on  per¬ 
sonnel  connected  with  all  the  national 
health  institutes,  whether  they  be  heart, 
cancer,  mental  diseases,  tuberculosis, 
poliomyelitis,  sanitation,  or  milk  pas¬ 
teurization. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  Are  these  the  figures 
requested  by  the  junior  Senator  from 
Maryland  yesterday? 

Mr.  HILL.  Yes.  There  are  186  com¬ 
missioned  officers.  The  civilian  person- 
riel  is  1  794. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  And  they  do  not  re¬ 
ceive  allowances. 

Mr.  HILL.  The  latter  class,  the 
civilian  personnel,  have  no  allowances 
whatever.  Much  the  larger  number  of 
these  units  will  be  occupied  by  civilian 
employees  who  receive  no  allowances. 
With  all  appreciation  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senators  from  Maryland,  and 
with  all  respect  for  them,  the  argument 
they  make  is  an  argument  against  the 
Wherry  Act,  which  was  passed  a  good 
many  months  ago,  and  which  certainly, 
so  far  as  the  evidence  before  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  shows,  has  worked 
very  well.  The  distinguished  author  of 
that  act,  who  deserves  much  credit  for 
his  authorship  of  it,  knows  that  time  and 
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again  we  have  asked  the  question,  “How 
is  the  Wherry  Act  working  out?  Is  it  do¬ 
ing  what  its  distinguished  author  con¬ 
templated?’’  The  witnesses  have  shown 
us  how  well  it  has  worked  out.  The 
argument  made  by  the  distinguished 
Senators  from  Maryland  applies  merely 
to  that  act. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  feel 
that  the  project  is  so  greatly  needed  that 
whether  it  be  constructed  under  the 
Wherry  law  r  under  a  Government  ap¬ 
propriation,  it  should,  nevertheless,  be 
constructed.  I  think  both  Senators  from 
Maryland  have  agreed  that  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  housing  units  is  needed.  If 
they  do  not  want  it  done  under  the 
Wherry  law,  I  will  accept  an  amendment 
making  a  direct  appropriation  for  the 
construction.  But  let  the  units  be  con¬ 
structed. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Will  the  Senator  per¬ 
mit  an  amendment  to  make  a  direct  Gov¬ 
ernment  appropriation? 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  I  want  to  state  clearly 
what  is  in  my  mind.  I  am  sure  that  my 
able  colleague  understands  that  what 
the  Senators  from  Maryland  are  trying 
to  do  is  to  protect  the  people  of  our  State, 
protect  them  in  their  possessions,  their 
residences  and  holdings,  and  to  avoid 
any  adverse  effect  on  a  taxable  basis.  I 
am  sure  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  is 
equally  earnest  in  his  desire  to  preserve 
those  values,  and  I  ask  him  to  give  at¬ 
tention  to  the  language  on  line  10  of  the 
proposed  amendment,  which  states  that 
the  quarters  and  facilities  are  to  ts  con¬ 
structed  and  operated  without  regard  to 
local  zoning  limitations.  Of  course,  that 
has  been  a  matter  of  considerable  con¬ 
cern  to  our  people,  because  it  would  in¬ 
dicate  that  this  particular  operation  and 
construction  of  quarters  and  facilities 
would  be  done  in  defiance  of,  or  certainly 
leaving  out  of  consideration,  all  that  has 
been  built  up  in  the  way  of  zoning  regu¬ 
lations.  I  am  confident  that  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico  has  no  intention 
to  overthrow  those  safeguards  which,  of 
course,  are  so  necessary  for  the  preserva¬ 
tion  of  values.  I  am  wondering  whether 
the  Senator  is  of  the  opinion  that  pro¬ 
vision  could  be  eliminated  and  whether 
he  could  give  assurance,  so  far  as  as¬ 
surance  can  be  given,  that  the  language 
can  be  changed - 

Mr.  CHAVLZ.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  as  now  submitted  was  not  a 
recommendation  of  the  committee. 
After  consultation  with  the  class  of  citi¬ 
zens  of  Montgomery  County,  Md.,  to 
whom  the  senior  Senator  from  Maryland 
has  referred,  they  submitted  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  is  now  being  considered. 
They  were  property  owners  in  the  im¬ 
mediate  vicinity,  persons  for  whom  I 
know  the  Senators  from  Maryland  hav8 
the  highest  regard.  But  I  want  the  con¬ 
struction  to  proceed.  I  think  it  is  needed. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  moment? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HILL.  Certainly  if  the  United 
States  Government  constructs  this  hous¬ 
ing,  as  it  will  do,  because  it  must  do  it 
unless  we  provide  for  its  construction  by 
private  enterprise,  along  the  lines  of  the 
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amendment  offered  by  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  is  not  going  to  give  any 
consideration  to  the  question  of  zoning, 

Mr  O’CONOR.  I  understand  that. 

Mr.  HILL.  There  is  a  much  better 
chance  that  a  private  builder,  a  local 
citizen  of  the  great  State  of  Maryland, 
will  give  much  more  consideration  to 
zoning  than  will  the  United  States  Gov¬ 
ernment.  If  the  Government  under¬ 
takes  the  project  I  am  sure  it  will  build 
the  housing  as  convenience  dictates,  and 
without  regard  to  zoning. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  The  Senator  from 
Alabama  is  entirely  correct.  But  if  the 
construction  is  to  be  by  private  builders, 
and  if  the  provision  to  which  I  have  re¬ 
ferred  is  written  into  the  law  in  express 
language,  it  will  represent  an  entire  de¬ 
parture  from  zoning  regulations. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  carry  out  the  ideas  expressed  by  the 
two  Senators  from  Maryland  with  re¬ 
spect  to  protecting  the  property  owners’ 
rights.  They  have  made  their  invest¬ 
ments,  and  I  want  to  see  their  homes 
protected.  Why  do  not  the  two  Sena¬ 
tors  from  Maryland  permit  us  to  take 
the  amendment  to  conference?  The 
conferees  will  discuss  the  subject,  and 
I  can  assure  my  two  good  friends  from 
Maryland  that,  so  far  as  the  conferees 
on  the  part  of  the  Senate  are  concerned, 
we  will  do  nothing  that  will  in  any  way 
jeopardize  the  property  rights  of  any 
good  citizen  of  Montgomery  County  or 
the  State  of  Maryland. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  believe  what  the 
Senators  have  in  mind  will  be  accom¬ 
plished  if  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
will  do  what  I  understood  him,  last  night, 
to  say  he  would  do,  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  strike  out  the  syllable  “out”  in 
the  third  word  in  line  10. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  Mr.  President,  what 
the  Senator  says  is  exactly  our  position. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  So,  after  the  word 
“operated”,  the  word  “with”  would  fol¬ 
low,  striking  out  the  syllable  “out”,  so 
the  language  in  that  line  would  be  “and 
operated  with  regard  to  local  zoning 
limitations.”  I  believe  such  a  change 
would  solve  the  whole  problem. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  In  all  sincerity,  I  will 
say  to  the  two  Senators  from  Maryland 
that  if  they  will  permit  us  to  take  the 
amendment  to  conference,  with  that 
proposed  change,  we  will  work  the  pro¬ 
vision  out  intelligently  and  within 
reason. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  So  the  word  would  be 
“with,”  instead  of  “without.” 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes,  the  word  would  be 
“with.” 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Does  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  agree  to  strike 
out  the  syllable  “out”? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  The  provision  will  be 
acceptable  if  that  change  is  made,  so 
the  word  will  be  “with”  instead  of  “with¬ 
out.” 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  agreeable.  I 
shall  be  glad  to  take  that  language  to 
conference  so  we  can  discuss  the  subject 
intelligently  and  in  a  reasonable  way.  I 


believe  in  acting  in  a  reasonable  manner. 

I  do  not  believe  in  bullheadedness,  or  in 
endeavoring  to  use  driving  power,  or  any¬ 
thing  like  that.  I  like  to  discuss  what  is 
the  best  manner  of  procedure  with  my 
fellow  Senators  and  conferees. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  What  will  this  proj¬ 
ect  cost? 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HILL.  I  will  say  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  that  250  units,  built  by  pri¬ 
vate  enterprise,  will  cost  approximately 
$2,500,000. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Two  million  five 
hundred  thousand  dollars? 

Mr.  HILL.  Yes. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Could  not  this  mat¬ 
ter  be  postponed  until  our  foreign  trou¬ 
bles  are  settled?  We  are  in  a  war. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  We  have 
settled  the  matter  now. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  We  are  spending 
sixty  to  seventy  billions  of  dollars  this 
year.  Could  we  not  postpone  this  item 
until  a  little  later? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Let  me  correct  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee,  to  whom  I  am 
very  much  devoted.  We  are  trying  to 
get  private  enterprise  to  invest  money, 
without  appropriating  any  of  the  tax¬ 
payers’  money. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  There  will  be  no 
appropriation  under  this  item? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Not  a  penny. 

Mr.  HILL.  Will  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HILL.  We  have  already  appropri¬ 
ated  $1,125,000  for  this  project,  which  is 
now  available.  If  we  can  have  the 
amendment  agreed  to,  and  permit  pri¬ 
vate  enterprise  to  construct  the  project, 
then  that  $1,125,000  will  not  be  taken 
out  of  the  Federal  Treasury;  not  a  penny 
of  it  will  be  taken  out  of  the  Federal 
Treasury  for  this  project. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  We  are  trying  to  have 
private  enterprise  construct  the  build¬ 
ing.  I  will  take  the  matter  to  confer¬ 
ence,  if  the  Senators  from  Maryland 
agree. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  should  like  to  withdraw  the  point 
of  order  I  raised  against  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I 
further  modify  my  amendment,  on  page 
1,  line  10,  by  striking  out  the  syllable 
“out”  in  the  third  word,  thus  leav¬ 
ing  the  language  in  that  line  reading: 
“and  operated  with  regard  to  local  zon¬ 
ing  limitations,  but.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Gil¬ 
lette  in  the  chair).  The  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  has  modified  his  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  Will  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  allow  me  to  thank  him  very 
much  for  his  consideration  in  this  whole 
matter? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  withdraw  his 
motion  to  suspend  the  rule? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes.  I  submit  the 
amendment,  as  modified.  The  junior 


Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Butler] 
has  withdrawn  his  point  of  order.  I 
ask  for  action  on  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
present  occupant  of  the  chair  wishes  to 
inform  the  Senator  that  the  point  of 
order  was  not  ruled  on. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes,  but  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  withdrew  his  point  of 
order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  reverts  to  consideration  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes;  as  modified  by 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  As  mod¬ 
ified,  the  amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  27, 
after  “$250,000”  in  line  19,  it  is  proposed 
to  insert  the  following :  “Provided,  That 
the  Surgeon  General  is  authorized,  on 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  deter¬ 
mines  are  appropriate  for  the  efficient 
operation  of  the  combined  hospital  and 
research  building,  to  lease  for  a  total  of 
not  more  than  99  years  a  portion  of  the 
present  site  of  the  National  Institutes 
of  Health  for  the  construction,  opera¬ 
tion,  and  maintenance  thereon  by  the 
lessee  of  rental  quarters,  but  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  250  units  limited  exclusively  to 
occupancy  by  employees  of  the  National 
Institutes  of  Health  and  necessary  re¬ 
lated  facilities,  such  quarters  and  facili¬ 
ties  to  be  constructed  and  operated  with 
regard  to  local  zoning  limitations,  but 
to  be  subject  for  the  term  of  the  lease  to 
State  and  local  taxation  on  the  same 
basis  as  other  property  in  the  commu¬ 
nity:  Provided  further,  That  not  more 
than  $50,000  of  the  amounts  heretofore 
appropriated  fo  the  construction  of  ad¬ 
ditional  auxiliary  structures  under  this 
head  shall  be  available  for  expenditure 
by  the  Public  Health  Service  for  the 
preparation  of  plans  and  specifications 
for  the  construction  on  the  property 
leased  pursuant  to  the  preceding  pro¬ 
vision,  such  expenditure  to  be  repaid  by 
the  lessee  and  credited  to  such  appro¬ 
priation." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico, 
as  modified. 

The  amendment,  as  modified,  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  will  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  I  wish  to 
thank  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  for 
the  considerate  treatment  he  has  ac¬ 
corded  me  during  the  debate. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  think  the  Record 
ought  to  show  that  what  we  have  done 
does  not  represent  an  idle  gesture,  and 
that  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate  will  stand  by  the  amendment  in 
conference.  I  have  faith  in  their  do¬ 
ing  so,  so  that  if  the  project  is  to  be 
built  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of 
the  amendment,  it  will  be  built  in  line 
with  the  local  zoning  regulations. 
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Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  firmly  believe  in  the 
action  taken  by  the  Senate. 

I  submit  another  amendment,  Mr. 
President,  which  I  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  13, 
after  “title”  in  line  13,  it  is  proposed  to 
insert  the  following:  “Provided  further, 
That  the  District  of  Columbia  shall  pay 
by  check  to  Freedmen’s  Hospital,  upon 
the  Surgeon  General’s  request,  in  ad¬ 
vance  at  the  beginning  of  each  quarter, 
such  amount  as  the  Surgeon  General  cal¬ 
culates  will  be  earned  on  the  basis  of 
rates  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  for  the  care  of  patients  certified 
by  the  District  of  Columbia.  Bills  ren¬ 
dered  by  the  Surgeon  General  on  the 
basis  of  such  calculations  shall  not  be 
subject  to  audit  or  certification  in  ad¬ 
vance  of  payment;  but  proper  adjust¬ 
ment  of  amounts  which  have  been  paid 
in  advance  on  the  basis  of  such  calcula¬ 
tions  shall  be  made  at  „h  end  of  each 
quarter:  Provided  further,  That  the  Sur¬ 
geon  General  may  delegate  the  responsi¬ 
bilities  imposed  upon  him  by  the  fore¬ 
going  proviso.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  of¬ 
fer  the  amendment  which  I  send  to  the 
desk  and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  32, 
line  6,  in  the  committee  amendment,  it 
is  proposed  to  strike  out  “$33,000,000” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$30,000,000.” 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
a  proposal  to  diminish  by  $3,000,000 - 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  May  I  be  permitted 
to  finish  the  sentence,  and  then  I  will 
yield.  I  will  yield  at  the  end  of  a  sen¬ 
tence,  but  not  at  the  end  of  a  clause. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  was  about  to  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum.  I  believe 
that  Senators  should  be  present  to  hear 
the  distinguished  Senator. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  not  anxious 
about  that. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
not  mind  having  a  quorum  call,  be¬ 
cause  the  Senator  from  Illinois  is  about 
to  discuss  the  Children’s  Bureau.  I 
should  like  to  have  more  Senators  listen 
to  the  argument  of  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois.  ' 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  may  yield  for  the  purpose 
of  a  quorum  call? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  so  request,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  shall  not  lose  the 
floor,  and  that  we  may  proceed  with  a 
quorum  call. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 


The  roll  was  called,  and  the  following 
Senators  answered  to  their  names: 


Aiken 

Hayden 

McMahon 

Anderson 

Hendrickson 

Monroney 

Bennett 

Hennings 

Moody 

Brewster 

Hickenlooper 

Morse 

Bricker 

Hill 

Mundt 

Bridges 

Hoey 

Neely 

Butler,  Md. 

Holland 

Nixon 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Humphrey 

O’Conor 

Byrd 

Hunt 

O’Mahoney 

Cain 

Ives 

Pastore 

Capehart 

Jenner 

Robertson 

Carlson 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Russell 

Chavez 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Saltonstall 

Clements 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Schoeppel 

Connally 

Kefauver 

Smith,  Maine 

Cordon 

Kerr 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Douglas 

Kilgore 

Smith,  N.  C. 

Duff 

Knowland 

Sparkman 

Dworshak 

Langer 

Stennis 

Eastland 

Lehman 

Taft 

Ecton 

Long 

Thye 

Ellender 

Magnuson 

Tobey 

Ferguson 

Malone 

Underwood 

Flanders 

Maybank 

Watkins 

Frear 

McCarran 

Welker 

Fulbright 

McCarthy 

Wherry 

George 

McClellan 

Wiley 

Gillette 

McFarland 

Williams 

Green 

McKellar 

Young 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Benton],  and  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Smathers]  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Murray]  is  absent'  by  leave  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  on  official  business,  having  been  ap¬ 
pointed  a  representative  of  our  Govern¬ 
ment  to  attend  the  International  Labor 
Conference  being  held  in  Geneva,  Swit¬ 
zerland. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Case]  and  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Dirksen]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Kem] 
is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Martin]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Lodge]  and  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Millikin]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Pas- 
tore  in  the  chair.)  A  quorum  is  pres¬ 
ent.  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas]  to  the  committee 
amendment. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  which  I  have  offered  would 
reduce  by  $3,000,000  the  amount  granted 
to  the  States  for  maternal  and  child 
welfare. 

Yesterday,  when  I  proposed  to  reduce 
the  amounts  for  the  teaching  of  retail 
selling,  I  was  accused  of  being  against 
motherhood,  the  selling  of  ribbons,  and 
gifts.  I  suppose  today,  in  proposing  to 
reduce  the  amount  of  the  grants  to  the 
States  for  maternal  and  child  welfare,  I 
will  be  accused  not  only  of  being  against 
mothers,  but  of  being  against  children, 
the  American  home,  and  pure  milk. 

Nevertheless,  Mr.  President,  it  is  nec¬ 
essary  to  observe  a  very  simple  fact. 
In  1951  there  was  appropriated  for  this 
purpose  $30,250,000.  The  1952  estimates 
submitted  by  the  Budget  Bureau  were 
$33,000,000.  The  House  cut  the  amount 
to  $30,000,000,  or  roughly  the  same  as 
was  appropriated  last  year.  There  is 
also  a  carry-over  from  last  year  of  ap¬ 


proximately  $3,000,000.  So  if  we  add 
the  carry-over  of  $3,000,000  to  the  appro¬ 
priation  of  $30,000,000  for  this  year,  we 
reach  a  total  of  $33,000,000,  or  the 
amount  which  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
estimated  for  1952. 

As  I  understand  it,  Mr.  President,  the 
carry-over  of  $3,000,000  arises  from  the 
fact  that  a  number  of  the  States  have 
not  fully  utilized  the  grants  the  Federal 
Government  has  made  to  them.  There¬ 
fore,  I  propose  that  we  utilize  the  un¬ 
expended  balance,  in  order  to  help 
reach  the  total  of  $33,000,000,  which 
was  recommended.  Twenty  States  of 
the  48  have  had  carry-overs;  they  have 
not  spent  all  the  grants  the  Federal 
Government  has  made  to  them.  Twen¬ 
ty-eight  States  have  spent  all  the  grants 
which  have  been  made  to  them.  The 
funds  are  not  transferable,  so  they  can¬ 
not  be  transferred  from  the  20  States 
which  have  carry-overs  to  the  28  States 
which  do  not  have  carry-overs.  Thus, 
in  the  28  States  there  would  actually  be 
a  reduction  in  the  amounts  requested 
by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  but  they 
would  still  get  about  the  same  amounts 
as  they  got  last  year. 

Mr.  President,  I  know  this  is  a  some¬ 
what  unpopular  proposal  to  make,  for 
it  is  unquestionably  a  fine  program.  I 
campaigned  for  it  myself  in  the  1920’s. 
But  I  should  like  to  point  out  that  this 
bill  contains  funds  for  other  fine  pro¬ 
grams,  which  we  not  only  failed  to  in¬ 
crease  over  the  amounts  appropriated 
last  year  but  actually  cut  below  last 
year’s  level.  For  instance,  I  think  we  all 
agree  that  the  tuberculosis  program  is  a 
fine  one.  Yet  we  cut  that  appropriation 
a  half  million  dollars  below  that  of  last 
year.  We  cut  the  communicable  diseases 
program  nearly  a  third  of  a  million  dol¬ 
lars.  We  cut  the  National  Heart  In¬ 
stitute  by  nearly  a  half  million  dollars 
and  we  also  cut  the  National  Cancer  In¬ 
stitute  below  what  we  appropriated  last 
year. 

As  I  say,  Mr.  President,  the  maternal 
and  child  health  program  is  a  good  one. 
But  so  is  research  in  tuberculosis,  com¬ 
municable  diseases,  cancer,  and  heart 
ailments.  All  I  am  saying  is  that  we  will 
not  wreck  the  program,  and  we  can  treat 
it  the  same  as  the  others  by  reducing  the 
Senate  committee  figure  of  $33,000,000 
down  to  $30,000,000,  which  is  about  the 
same  level  as  last  year.  And,  in  so  doing, 
we  can  save  $3,000,000. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  move  that 
the  appropriation  be  reduced  from 
$33,000,000  to  $30,000,000. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
'question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment.  Aside 
from  the  health-research  work  done  in 
research  laboratories  and  the  work  done 
in  hospitals,  I  certainly  do  not  know  of 
anything  more  important  than  mater¬ 
nal  care  and  child  care;  in  fact,  I  am 
not  sure  that  I  do  not  regard  all  of  them 
as  of  equal  importance,  although  it  will 
be  recalled  that  within  the  last  few  days 
I  fought  with  all  the  force  at  my  com¬ 
mand  against  the  proposal  to  make  a 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  13 


6620 


reduction  in  the  appropriation  for  re¬ 
search  laboratories  and  hospitals. 

Certainly  I  believe  that  maternal  care 
andl  child  care  are  just  as  important  as 
our  defense  efforts.  Certainly  we  can¬ 
not  afford  to  jeopardize  the  welfare  of 
the  mothers  or  to  jeopardize  the  welfare 
of  the  children  of  this  country  or  de¬ 
crease  the  care  and  help  we  give  to  them. 

I  realize  perfectly  well  that  we  are  now 
in  the  midst  of  a  great  emergency.  I 
know  that  all  of  us  have  to  make  sacri¬ 
fices  in  meeting  the  requirements  of  the 
emergency;  but  the  emergency  will  not 
last  forever.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
children  whom  we  may  neglect  today 
will  grow  up;  and  if  we  do  not  care  for 
them  now,  we  may  have  a  liability,  rather 
than  an  asset,  later  on. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois,  for  whom  I  have  very  great  regard, 
but  who  I  know  is  as  deeply  moved  by 
the  health  needs  and  moral  needs  of  our 
country  as  is  any  other  Member  of  this 
body,  has  objected  to  the  increase  of 
$3,000,000  in  the  proposed  appropriation, 
and  he  has  referred  to  the  fact  that  this 
year  there  is  a  carry-over  of  $3,000,000 
from  the-  appropriation  made  last  year. 
As  I  understand,  that  carry-over  does 
not  benefit  all  the  States  of  the  Union. 
I  believe  I  am  correct  in  saying  that  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  said  that  28  of  the 
States  have  used  up  their  full  quotas. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Therefore,  even  though 
there  may  be  a  carry-over  on  paper, 
those  28  States — and  I  do  not  know  which 
States  they  are;  I  do  not  know  whether 
my  own  State  is  included  among  them — 
will  have  cuts  made  in  their  funds,  if 
the  proposed  reduction  in  the  appropria¬ 
tion  is  made. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  will  the  Sen¬ 
ator  yield  at  this  point? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HILL.  The  Senator  speaks  of  the 
28  States,  and  he  is  correct  in  saying 
that  those  28  States  will  have  cuts  made 
in  their  funds  for  maternal  care  and 
child-health  services.  There  are  also  43 
States  which  will  have  cuts  made  in  their 
funds  for  services  to  crippled  children. 
So  the  amendment  affects  both  the  28 
States  which  are  involved  so  far  as  ma¬ 
ternal  care  and  child  care  are  concerned, 
and  the  43  States  which  are  involved  in¬ 
sofar  as  their  funds  for  services  to  crip¬ 
pled  children  are  concerned. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  thank  the  able  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alabama  for  his  very  valuable 
remarks;  by  his  statement  he  has 
strengthened  the  case  which  I  am  trying 
to  present  to  my  colleagues  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  and  he  has  shown  the  unwisdom  of 
making  the  proposed  reduction  in  the 
appropriation. 

It  is  true  that  we  are  asked  to  appro¬ 
priate  $3,000,000  more  than  was  appro¬ 
priated  last  year,  but  every  Member  of 
this  body  knows  that  during  the  past 
year  the  cost  of  living  and  the  costs 
of  administration  and  the  costs  of  opera¬ 
tion  have  increased  to  such  a  great  ex¬ 
tent  that  an  increase  of  more  than  $3,- 
000,000  really  is  required  in  connection 
with  this  appropriation.  Therefore, 
when  it  is  proposed  that  we  appropriate 
$$33,000,000  instead  of  the  $30,000,000 
which  was  appropriated  last  year,  the 


result  of  adopting  that  proposal  will  not 
be  to  increase  in  the  slightest  degree  the 
scope  of  the  work.  All  we  are  asking 
is  that  the  work  continue  on  an  undimin¬ 
ished  scale.  I  wish  we  could  greatly  in¬ 
crease  the  scale  of  the  work,  but  of 
course  we  know  the  exigencies  of  the 
present  situation.  Therefore,  we  do  not 
request  an  increase  in  the  scope  or  scale 
of  the  work;  but  certainly  we  ask  that 
this  highly  important  work,  which  con¬ 
cerns  every  man,  woman,  and  child  in  the 
United  States,  be  not  curtailed. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  very  much 
hope  that  my  colleagues  in  the  Senate 
will  reject  the  amendment  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
such  great  respect  for  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  that  I  am  really  surprised  that 
he  should  propose  the  amendment  he 
has  submitted.  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
it.  I  know  the  Senator  from  Illinois  is 
sincere  in  his  efforts  to  reduce  the  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Government.  However,  it 
is  quite  possible  for  us  to  vote  for  re¬ 
ductions  in  appropriations  which  actu¬ 
ally  will  not  result  in  making  any  sav¬ 
ings. 

In  this  instance,  the  proposed  reduc¬ 
tion  would  hit  the  lifeline  of  the  United 
States.  This  amendment,  if  adopted, 
would  strike  a  very  serious  and  heavy 
blow  at  the  funds  to  be  appropriated  and 
made  available  for  the  care  of  crippled 
children  and  for  maternal  care.  So  I  am 
surprised  that  my  good  friend,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois,  should  even  offer  the 
amendment. 

In  connection  with  this  amendment,  as 
proposed,  I  wish  to  l’ead  fi-om  the  com¬ 
mittee  hearings  on  page  527,  where  there 
is  found  the  testimony  of  Miss  Katharine 
P.  Lenroot  in  regard  to  this  item.  In 
speaking  of  the  proposed  cut  in  the 
funds  for  child  welfare,  Miss  Lenroot 
said: 

There  are  similar  cuts  for  child  welfare. 
I  totaled  up  a  few  of  these  figures  on  the 
three  programs  for  the  States.  There  would 
be  a  total  cut,  for  instance,  of  about  $20,000, 
roughly,  for  New  Mexico,  and  other  States, 
in  proportion. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  that  the  figures 
indicate  that  this  would  mean  serious  cut- 
tailment  of  services  and  it  does  not  seem 
to  me  good  economy — 

I  stress  this  point—* 
to  let  crippled  children  go  witlutheir  condi¬ 
tions  uncared  for  when  a  little  work  now 
would  prevent,  perhaps,  a  much  more  seri¬ 
ous  condition  a  little  bit  later,  or  to  let  the 
very  high  infant-mortality  rates  in  some 
of  the  States  go  without  everything  possi¬ 
ble  being  done  to  lower  those  rates  and  bring 
them  down  to  the  national  average. 

Mr.  President,  these  are  most  serious 
matters.  We  try  to  prepare  our  chil¬ 
dren  so  that  in  case  of  necessity  or  emer¬ 
gency  they  will  be  able  to  make  the 
supreme  sacrifice,  if  need  be,  and  thus 
be  the  recipients  of  nothing  more  than 
white  crosses  over  their  graves.  Yet,  by 
means  of  this  amendment,  it  is  proposed 
that  on  the  basis  of — may  I  say,  measly 
advice? — we  make  reductions  in  the 
funds  to  be  appropriated  for  maternal 
care  and  the  care  of  crippled  children. 

Mr.  President,  a  portion  of  the  funds 
to  be  appropriated  in  this  connection 
are  to  be  used  to  reduce  the  infant  mor¬ 


tality  rate.  Millions  and  millions  of 
dollars  are  appropriated  by  the  Congress 
to  eradicate  Bang’s  disease  in  cattle,  but 
complaint  is  made  because  we  try  to 
make  a  small  appropriation — certainly 
it  is  very  small  when  compared  with  the 
total  appropriations  which  are  made — to 
reduce  infant  mortality. 

I  wish  to  ask  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
a  question.  What  right  have  we  to 
sermonize  to  people  behind  the  iron  cur¬ 
tain,  when  we  do  not  do  anything  about 
infant  mortality,  which,  in  itself,  is  quite 
a  serious  problem? 

But  I  shall  proceed  with  the  reading 
of  the  testimony  of  that  noble  woman. 
Let  those  who  wish  to  call  her  a  bureau¬ 
crat  do  so.  I  refer  to  Miss  Katherine 
P.  Lenroot.  She  works  for  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  and  I  wish  there  were  more 
Government  employees  of  her  type. 
Prom  page  527  of  the  hearings,  I  read: 

Senator  Chavez.  We  have  the  national  pic¬ 
ture  very  well,  but  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Senator  from  Montana,  I  wish  you  would 
briefly  explain  again  why  the  House  cut  that 
$3,000,000  because  some  of  the  States  had 
balances. 

Miss  Lenroot.  I  shall  be  glad  to  do  that, 
Senator  Ecton. 

Senator  Ecton.  Thank  you. 

Miss  Lenroot.  The  provisions  of  the  So¬ 
cial  Security  Act  regarding  maternal  and 
child  health,  crippled  children,  and  child 
welfare — 

Possibly  they  do  not  deserve  our  con¬ 
sideration.  The  committee  thought  they 
did,  and  I  believe  the  red-blooded  Amer¬ 
icans  in  this  body,  who  are  lovers  of 
humanity,  will  feel  the  same  way  about 
it.  I  continue  reading — 
provide  that  the  States  can  carry  over  a  part 
of  the  fund  for  2  years  beyond  the  year  for 
which  they  are  appropriated. 

That  has  been  of  value  to  the  States  in 
giving  continuity  to  their  planning.  In  re¬ 
ducing  the  amount  for  grants  from  $33,- 
000,000  as  recommended  by  the  budget  to 
$30,000,000,  the  House  said  there  was  $3,000,- 
000  already  available  to  the  States  in  bal¬ 
ances,  but  those  are  very  unevenly  distrib¬ 
uted.  About  28  States  have  no  balance  or 
less  than  $1,000  for  maternal  and  child- 
health  services:  about  43  States  have  no 
balance  or  less  than  $1,000  for  crippled  chil¬ 
dren’s  services. 

Senator  Ecton.  There  is  no  way  to  reallo¬ 
cate? 

That  is  the  problem.  There  is  no  way 
to  allocate  an  allotment  made  to  the 
State  of  North  Carolina,  or  to  the  State 
of  Arkansas,  the  State  of  Georgia,  the 
State  of  Alabama,  the  State  of  Wyo¬ 
ming,  the  State  of  Arizona,  or  the  State 
of  New  York.  The  money  cannot  be  used 
in  North  Carolina  for  maternal  and  child 
health,  and  the  other  purposes,  no  mat¬ 
ter  how  much  the  State  may  need  it. 

Mr.  HOEY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  HOEY.  I  notice  that  the  commit¬ 
tee  has  stricken  out  the  proviso  on  page 
32,  lines  11  to  15,  which  provided  that 
this  money  should  be  allotted  on  a  pro 
rata  basis  among  the  several  States. 
Why  was  that  stricken  out? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  was  done  in  order 
to  obtain  a  more  equitable  distribution 
of  the  allotments  to  the  respective 
States.  It  was  a  question  of  policy.  It 
was  a  question  of  whether,  under  one 
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formula,  one  State  might  obtain  a  slight 
advantage  over  another  State.  What 
the  committee  did  was  to  try  to  assure 
that  the  allocations  would  be  made  as 
equitably  as  possible,  so  that  every  State 
might  receive  its  proportionate  share. 

Mr.  HOEY.  It  appears  that  under  the 
present  plans  the  money  has  been  al¬ 
lotted  on  a  pro  rata  basis.  The  commit¬ 
tee  would  strike  that  out.  Upon  what 
basis  is  it  to  be  allotted? 

Mr.  HILL.  If  I  may  answer  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  question,  striking  out  that  lan¬ 
guage  leaves  the  law  just  as  Congress 
has  written  it,  exactly  as  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator’s  committee  reported  it, 
and  exactly  as  we  agreed  to  it  in  the  last 
Social  Security  Act.  The  purpose  of  that 
act  was  to  change  the  existing  law,  I  may 
say  to  the  Senator  and,  by  striking  the 
language  out,  we  leave  the  law  as  it  is 
now,  under  the  basic  Social  Security 
Act,  as  reported  by  the  committee  of 
which  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
George]  is  chairman,  and  as  passed  by 
the  Congress, 

Mr.  HOEY.  Upon  what  basis  is  it 
distributed  under  that  law?  The  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  bill  as  it  came  to  the  Senate 
says  it  shall  be  upon  the  basis  of  the 
amounts  to  which  the  respective  States 
are  entitled,  and  so  forth.  Upon  what 
basis  will  it  be  distributed  under  the 
committee  amendment? 

Mi-.  CHAVEZ.  I  shall  endeavor  to 
explain  that  to  the  Senator  in  a  mo¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Alabama. 

Mr.  HILL.  As  I  understand,  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  that  language  we  declined  to  do 
away  with  the  statutory  minimum  which 
is  written  into  the  basic  act. 

Mr.  HOEY.  When  the  State  gets  its 
pro  rata  share,  upon  what  basis  does  it 
get  it,  if  this  language  is  stricken  out? 

Mr.  HILL.  Will  the  Senator  kindly 
let  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  pro¬ 
ceed  with  his  explanation,  and  give  us 
time  to  get  this  information? 

Mr.  HOEY.  Very  well. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield  for 
a  question? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Am  I  correct  in  my 
understanding  that  for  the  fiscal  year 
1950  this  type  of  work  received  a  total  of 
$22,000,000? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  statement  of  com¬ 
parable  adjusted  funds  available  for  the 
fiscal  years  1941-52  appears  on  page  190. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  have  that  page. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  In  1950,  the  agency  re¬ 
ceived  $22,000,000.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  So  the  committee's 
proposal  would  give  them  $33,000,000,  or 
an  increase  of  50  percent.  The  hard¬ 
hearted  proposal  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois,  to  give  them  $30,000,000,  is  an 
increase  of  but  40  percent,  plus  the  un¬ 
expended  balances  in  20  States,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  But,  Mr.  President,  I 
may  say  that  what  is  proposed  is  not 
only  possible,  but  it  is  also  sound.  Since 
the  Congress  made  the  appropriation  for 


1950  it  has  changed  the  law  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  that  particular  item,  hence  it 
is  necessary  that  the  increase  be  made. 
But  the  Senate  committee  is  not  recom¬ 
mending  l  penny  more  than  was  esti¬ 
mated  by  the  Budget  Bureau.  We  in¬ 
crease  this  particular  item  for  the  Chil¬ 
dren’s  Bureau  only  $3,000,000.  I  hope 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  will  not  be  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Douglas]. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
express  my  opposition  to  the  amendment. 
I  realize  that  some  agencies  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  are  overstaffed,  indeed,  three- 
fourths  of  them  are  overstaffed.  There 
are  some,  however,  which  have  tried  to 
operate  efficiently  and  economically  all 
through  the  years.  I  do  not  like  indis¬ 
criminate  cuts  in  appropriations,  be¬ 
cause  they  hurt  not  only  those  who  have 
done  good  work,  but  those  who  have  tried 
to  do  so.  I  think  this  is  a  very  bad 
program  by  which  to  effect  economies. 
“Pogrom”  I  think  the  proper  word  would 
be.  Maybe  it  is  “program,”  but  I  do 
not  think  so. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  like 
the  remarks  of  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont.  I  should  like  to  cut  appropria¬ 
tions  for  unnecessary  automobiles,  un¬ 
necessary  chauffeurs,  or  unnecessary 
personnel.  But  let  us  be  fair.  This  is 
one  agency  of  the  Federal  Government 
which,  as  I  stated  previously,  is  headed 
by  a  noble  person.  Yes,  she  might  be  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  a  bureaucrat,  but  I  wish 
there  were  more  of  her  type  of  bureau¬ 
crats.  This  item  should  not  be  cut  one 
penny. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  is  correct 
about  that.  I  think  we  were  perfectly 
right  in  limiting  the  number  of  automo¬ 
biles  and  chauffeurs  and  there  are  also 
many  other  places  in  the  bill  where  we 
can  make  cuts.  We  should  use  proper 
care  in  watching  the  expenditures  of  the 
so-called  temporary  agencies  of  Govern¬ 
ment,  because  in  the  provisions  relating 
to  those  agencies  much  can  be  done  both 
economically  and  politically,  and  much 
more  can  be  done  advantageously  than 
in  cutting  the  older  and  conscientious 
agencies  of  the  Government.  Therefore, 
Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  amendment  will 
not  prevail. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  reply  briefly  to  the  question  raised 
by  the  senior  Senator  from  Illinois,  who 
pointed  out  that  the  total  appropriation 
for  the  care  of  crippled  children  had  in¬ 
creased  at  this  time  to  $22,000,000.  I 
wish  to  point  out  that  this  is  a  matching 
proposition.  The  Federal  Government 
matches  appropriations  made  by  the 
States. 

The  whole  concept  of  maternal  care, 
the  care  of  children  and  of  crippled 
children,  has  changed  and  advanced  in 
the  past  10,  15,  or  20  years.  When  I 
became  Governor  of  New  York  there  was 
virtually  no  provision  for  the  care  of 
crippled  children.  Gradually  that  work 
was  undertaken,  because  it  was  demon¬ 
strated  to  be  of  tremendous  value  to  the 
people  not  only  of  New  York  State,  but 
of  the  Nation  generally.  Therefore  the 


work  has  increased  in  volume,  and  the 
appropriations  necessarily  have  in¬ 
creased  very  greatly  in  size. 

The  cost  of  government  by  the  States, 
largely  because  of  fulfilling  their  neces¬ 
sary  and  essential  duties  toward  their 
people,  has  increased.  During  the  last 
year  I  was  Governor  the  budget  of  the 
State  of  New  York  was  under  $400,000,- 
000.  Last  year  it  was  nearly  a  billion 
dollars.  I  do  not  claim  for  a  minute  that 
that  great  increase  was  due  to  waste¬ 
fulness,  or  to  a  desire  to  undertake  ac¬ 
tivities  which  were  not  essential  in  the 
interests  of  the  people.  The  budget  in¬ 
crease  was  in  excess  of  150  percent  be¬ 
cause  of  the  general  increase  in  the 
cost  of  operation,  not  only  in  govern¬ 
ment,  but  in  private  business  as  well, 
throughout  the  country. 

The  appropriations  made  for  hos¬ 
pitals  in  New  York  increased  from  $50,- 
000,000  to  approximately  $140,000,000.  I 
do  not  think  there  has  been  any  greater 
waste  under  the  present  administration 
in  Albany  than  there  was  under  my 
administration.  The  appropriations  in¬ 
creased  because  the  needs  were  present, 
because  costs  were  higher,  and  because 
salaries  were  higher.  Of  course,  we  felt 
that  it  was  the  duty  of  government  to 
care  for  its  people. 

So  the  increase  which  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Illinois  has  pointed 
out  has  come  about  normally.  It  is  not 
a  real  increase ;  it  is  merely  to  meet  the 
increased  cost  of  operation  and  the  in¬ 
creased  needs  of  our  people.  The  $33,- 
000,000  which  I  hope  will  be  appropri¬ 
ated  this  year  will  not  permit  the  States 
to  do  a  single  piece  of  work  larger  in 
scope  than  that  which  was  performed 
this  year.  It  would  simply  permit  the 
carrying  on  of  the  work  on  the  same 
scale,  at  the  same  tempo,  and  under  the 
same  necessity,  as  in  the  past  year. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  Senate 
will  not  lessen  our  ability  to  help  the 
mothers  and  the  crippled  children  in 
every  State  of  the  Union  by  trying  to 
save  a  small  sum  of  money.  We  are 
spending  great  sums  of  money  for  our 
Armed  Forces.  I  have  voted  and  shall 
continue  to  vote  for  every  defense  meas¬ 
ure.  But  do  not  let  our  social  and  health 
activities  be  neglected  simply  to  save  a 
small  sum  of  money. 

I  very  much  hope  that  the  amendment 
of  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  will  be  rejected. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  the  term 
“carry-over,”  in  describing  the  sum  of 
$3,000,000,  is  a  misnomer.  It  requires 
explanation.  It  is  not  a  carry-over. 
There  is  no  criticism  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  in  my  statement.  He  made  a 
very  fine  speech,  and  I  concur  in  what 
he  had  to  say.  It  is  not  a  carry-over  as 
to  the  majority  of  the  States. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  is  a  carry-over  as 
to  20  of  the  States,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  HILL.  That  depends  upon  the 
particular  item.  It  would  be  a  carry¬ 
over  for  20  States  out  of  the  48  States, 
so  far  as  maternal  and  child  health  serv¬ 
ices  are  concerned. 
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Mr.  DOUGLAS.  So  those  States 
which  will  next  year  service  not  only 
the  amount  appropriated  by  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill,  but  will  also  have  unexpended 
amounts  appropriated  for  the  past  year, 
are  in  effect  being  provided  with  more 
than  $33,000,000  for  the  coming  year, 
are  they  not? 

Mr.  HILL.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
We  make  those  funds  available  for  a 
period  of  2  years,  and  there  is  a  reason 
for  that.  As  we  know,  the  use  of  these 
funds  depends  upon  action  by  State  leg¬ 
islatures,  as  well  as  on  action  by  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  If  the  Congress  per¬ 
mitted  itself  to  be  controlled  in  the 
amount  it  appropriated  by  the  extent  to 
which  one  or  more  States  had  not  used 
a  previous  appropriation,  would  it  then 
follow  that  the  States  which  have  been 
carrying  the  program  forward  on  the 
basis  of  congressional  authorization 
should  be  limited  to  what  the  State 
which  has  spent  the  least  was  able  to 
do? 

Mr.  HILL.  The  Senator  is  correct  in 
his  implication.  If  we  followed  such  a 
course,  and  put  a  heavy  penalty  on  the 
States  which  are  going  forward  with  the 
program,  and  who  are  putting  up  their 
funds  and  making  their  sacrifices  to 
carry  forward  the  program  we  would  be 
unjustly  penalizing  them. 

Mr.  KERR.  In  other  words,  the  effect 
of  the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  would  be  to  cripple  the  States 
which  are  carrying  out  the  program,  and 
which  most  nearly  do  what  is  required 
by  the  necessities  of  their  children. 

Mr.  HILL.  The  Senator  is  absolutely 
correct.  It  would  cripple  and  penalize 
the  States  which  in  good  faith  have  gone 
forward  with  what  the  Congress  has 
said  was  the  kind  of  program  we  should 
follow  in  providing  for  maternal  care 
and  for  our  children. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  A  short  time  ago  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  was  engaged  in 
a  colloquy  with  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  HoeyL  I  do  not  believe 
the  question  then  raised  was  cleared  up. 

Mr.  HILL.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  permit  me  to  proceed  with  the 
other  phase?  I  will  say  that  since  that 
colloquy  I  have  conferred  with  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  and  also  with 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Fer¬ 
guson],  who  is  a  member  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  and  before  the  debate  is  con¬ 
cluded  we  propose  to  clear  up  the  mat¬ 
ter. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  If  the  Senator  will 
do  that  I  shall  appreciate  it  very  much, 
because  I  have  had  some  experience  in 
handling  programs  of  this  nature. 

Mr.  HILL.  The  Senator,  as  a  former 
distinguished  governor  of  his  State  has, 
as  he  has  said,  had  personal  knowledge 
of  the  handling  of  these  programs. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield. 


Mr.  LANGER.  The  Senator  is  fa¬ 
miliar  with  the  report  made  recently  by 
the  Institute  of  Public  Affairs,  which  is 
constituted  entirely  of  Democrats, 
among  whose  members  are  the  junior 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey],  and  a  son  of  former  President 
Roosevelt,  and  whose  director  is  Dewey 
Anderson.  The  director  reported  that 
there  are  10,000,000  families  in  the 
United  States  having  an  income  of  less 
than  $2,000  a  year.  Would  not  the 
Senator  say  that  the  bill  is  designed  to 
help  those  particular  families? 

Mr.  HILL.  Very  definitely  so.  No 
bill  could  have  a  more  definite  purpose 
toward  helping  those  in  the  low-income 
groups  than  the  bill  now  before  us,  I 
will  say  to  my  distinguished  friend  from 
North  Dakota. 

Mr.  President,  28  States  have  carried 
the  program  forward  by  putting  up 
funds  of  their  own,  by  carrying  their 
part  of  the  financial  burden.  They  have 
carried  on  what  the  Congress  has  pre¬ 
scribed  as  adequate  programs  for  ma¬ 
ternal  and  child  health  services.  The 
question  is:  Are  we  to  penalize  those 
28  States  because  20  States  have  not 
gone  forward  as  we  feel  they  should 
have  gone  forward  with  their  programs? 

Forty-three  States  have  to  the  fullest 
extent  gone  forward  with  their  programs 
for  crippled  children’s  services.  Are 
we  now  to  take  money  away  from  these 
43  States  because  5  of  the  States  have 
not  seen  fit — as  they  had  a  right  to  do — 
to  go  forward  with  the  full  program? 
That  is  the  question  involved  here. 
These  States  have  their  programs.  We 
know  what  the  basic  Social  Security  Act 
provides  so  far  as  Federal  aid  is  con¬ 
cerned.  They  know  what  we  did  this 
year.  I  think  they  have  a  right  to  ex¬ 
pect  that  we  will  not  cripple  or  impair 
or  paralyze  these  programs  for  next 
year.  That  is  exactly  what  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  my  distinguished  friend  from 
Illinois  would  do. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  Yes,  I  yield  to  my  good 
friend  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  KERR.  As  brought  out  by  the 
committee,  the  bill  provides  a  total  of 
$33,000,000  Federal  funds  for  the  3  serv¬ 
ices,  for  child  welfare  services,  for  ma¬ 
ternal  and  child  health  services,  and 
for  crippled  children’s  services.  A  total 
of  $33,000,000.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  HILL.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  KERR.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  that 
amount,  $33,000,000,  is  approximately 
$8,000,000  less  than  the  amount  for 
these  three  services  which  was  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Eighty-first  Congress? 

Mr.  HILL.  The  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  is  correct.  He  is  a  distinguished 
member  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Finance.  That  was  the  committee  which 
handled  the  legislation  embodying  the 
amendments  to  the  Social  Security  Act, 
which  amendments  authorized  the  ad¬ 
ditional  $8,000,000. 

Mr.  KERR.  If  the  Senate  keeps  the 
bill,  as  reported  by  the  committee,  at 
the  sum  of  $33,000,000,  that  will  repre¬ 
sent  an  amount  $7,951,800  less  than  the 
amount  for  these  three  programs  which 


at  this  time  is  authorized  by  the  acts  of 
Congress. 

Mr.  HILL.  The  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  is  exactly  correct,  and  I  thank 
him  for  his  contribution.  I  do  not  know 
of  any  Senator  who  has  been  more  in¬ 
terested  in  the  work  of  the  Children’s 
Bureau,  or  has  done  more  to  help  that 
Bureau,  or  to  further  or  to  strengthen 
and  fortify  these  great  child-welfare 
programs,  than  has  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  President,  on  last  Friday  the  Sen¬ 
ate  heard  one  of  the  most  eloquent  and 
moving  speeches  that  certainly  I  have 
heard  in  my  somewhat  long  service  on 
this  floor.  I  refer  to  the  speech  of  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  [Mr.  Aiken].  We  recall  that  in 
that  speech  he  asked  us  to  assess  the 
value  of  a  child,  the  value  of  a  healthy 
mother  as  compared  to  a  sickly  one,  the 
value  of  a  crippled  child  put  back  in 
the  main  stream  of  human  effort  instead 
of  lying  all  of  his  life  staring  at  the 
ceiling.  Since  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  asked  the  value  of  a  child,  let  us 
pause  for  a  moment  to  think  of  its  value. 
It  is  difficult  to  assess.  It  is  particu¬ 
larly  hard  to  assess  that  value  in  terms 
of  dollars  and  cents.  But  it  is  not  hard 
to  estimate  the  value  of  children  in  the 
eyes  of  the  people  of  the  United  States. 

In  March  the  census  dazed  us  by  re¬ 
porting  that  in  the  decade  from  1940  to 
1950  the  population  of  children  under 
5  years  of  age  increased  by  54  percent. 
That  is  the  largest  increase  of  any  ele¬ 
ment  of  our  population.  In  these  past 
years,  when  we  have  endured  war, 
anxiety,  sudden  death,  long  family  sepa¬ 
rations,  this  increase  in  our  children  has 
been  America’s  affirmation  of  life.  It  is 
as  if  America  wanted  to  underscore  the 
belief  that  she  has  a  future  by  increas¬ 
ing  the  number  of  children  by  more  than 
50  percent,  taking  on  the  emotional 
burdens,  the  financial  burdens,  the  long¬ 
term  planning,  the  sacrifices  that  go  with 
the  care  of  the  young. 

Merely  considering  the  past  5  years, 
that  is,  from  1945  to  1950,  a  grand  total 
of  over  20,000,000  children  have  been 
born  in  the  United  States.  From  a  sta¬ 
tistical  standpoint  at  least  one-fourth  of 
these  children  were  unexpected  when  we 
consider  the  birth  rate  of  10  years  ago. 
Sometimes  on  some  matters  we  are  not 
entirely  certain  as  to  the  drift  of  the 
sentiment  of  the  people  of  our  country. 
I  think  the  5-year  birth  rate  of  20,000,- 
000  is  sufficient  answer  as  to  whether  or 
not  the  American  people  feel  that  our 
children  are  important. 

The  Children’s  Bureau,  which  is  the 
agency  of  our  Federal  Government 
which  serves  our  children,  has  been 
given  many  increased  duties  and  func¬ 
tions  in  recent  years.  I  referred  a  few 
minutes  ago  to  the  amendments  to  the 
Social  Security  Act  which  Congress 
passed  about  a  year  and  a  half  ago. 
That  act  imposed  new  duties,  new  func¬ 
tions,  on  the  Children’s  Bureau. 

The  Senate  has  already,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  as  we  know,  made  two  5 -percent 
cuts  in  the  appropriations  for  the  per¬ 
sonnel  of  the  Children’s  Bureau.  We 
have  already  cut  off  10  percent,  so  far 
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as  the  personnel  for  the  Children’s  Bu¬ 
reau  is  concerned.  Now  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  proposes 
that  we  whack  off  $3,000,000  from  the 
funds  that  go  as  aid  to  the  States  for 
carrying  forward  these  great  programs 
for  children. 

Where  do  these  cuts  lead  us?  Where 
do  they  end?  They  end  with  much 
slower  progress  in  the  work  for  crippled 
children  throughout  the  country.  To¬ 
day  there  are  some  31,400  crippled  chil¬ 
dren  on  State  waiting  lists.  They  are 
children  who  cannot  receive  any  care, 
children  who  cannot  receive  any  reha¬ 
bilitation,  children  who  cannot  receive 
-  -T-  medical  attention.  All  they  can  do 
is  to  wait,  because  the  funds  are  not 
available  to  provide  personnel  and  equip¬ 
ment  to  go  forward  with  their  care  and 
rehabilitation. 

These  cuts  will  mean  reductions  in  the 
various  offices  in  the  States  and  in  State- 
employed  personnel.  They  will  mean  a 
reduction  in  the  ranks  of  medical  direc¬ 
tors  in  small  cities,  public-health  nurses, 
and  social  workers.  The  result  will  be 
that  the  compelling  need  for  the  care  of 
our  children  can  no  longer  be  met.  Spe¬ 
cial  programs  for  children  with  rheu¬ 
matic  heart  disease  will  be  impaired. 
The  cerebral  palsy  program  for  our 
children,  the  program  for  epileptics,  and 
other  such  programs  will  be  impaired, 
slowed  down,  and  cut  off  in  much  of 
their  work  and  benefits.  As  I  have  said, 
these  cuts  will  eliminate  specially 
trained  people,  pediatrically  trained 
doctors  and  nurses.  Heaven  knows,  to¬ 
day  there  is  the  most  acute  shortage  the 
country  has  ever  known  in  this  type  of 
personnel.  We  are  getting  along  with 
far  less  today  than  the  compulsion  of 
the  need  requires. 

Mr.  President,  we  hear  much  about 
the  emergency  which  confronts  us.  We 
all  share  a  deep  concern  with  respect  to 
expenditures  and  a  deep  desire  to  cut 
down  expenditures  wherever  they  can  be 
wisely  and  properly  cut  down.  But  we 
do  not  know  how  long  this  emergency 
may  last.  It  may  last  5  years,  10  years, 
or  20  years. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield  to  my  friend. 

Mr.  KERR.  On  the  basis  of  the  state¬ 
ment  just  made,  which  I  think  is  well 
founded  and  in  accordance  with  the  very 
distinct  probabilities,  is  it  not  a  fact  that, 
as  we  look  forward  to  the  time  10  or  15 
years  from  now,  we  look  forward  to  the 
time  when  children  now  in  the  age 
brackets  which  make  them  eligible  for 
this  help  will  be  the  ones  upon  whom  the 
survival  of  the  Nation  will  depend? 

Mr.  HILL.  The  Senator  is  absolutely 
correct.  In  fact,  the  Senator  has  antici¬ 
pated  me,  and  has  expressed  much  bet¬ 
ter,  I  am  sure,  than  I  would  have  ex¬ 
pressed  it,  the  very  thought  which  I  had 
in  mind  and  was  about  to  give  expres¬ 
sion  to. 

I  intended  also  to  make  the  point  that 
we  can  dismantle  a  factory  and  put  the 
machinery  away,  properly  grease  it  and 
care  for  it,  or  we  can  put  the  Navy  in 
moth  balls;  but  we  cannot  put  our  chil¬ 
dren  in  moth  balls.  We  cannot  reclaim 


the  golden  minutes  if  we  lose  them  to¬ 
day. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  May  I  ask  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  if  he  thinks  that  it  would 
be  easier  to  obtain  an  adequate  appro¬ 
priation  if  we  were  dealing  with  a  piece 
of  machinery? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  think  the  Record  will 
show  that  the  Senator’s  question  answers . 
itself.  Very  likely,  if  we  were  consider¬ 
ing  a  piece  of  machinery,  we  would  not 
have  the  same  difficulty  we  are  having 
in  trying  to  get  funds  for  the  care  of  our 
children. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  On  the  basis  of  experi¬ 
ence,  has  it  not  been  demonstrated  that 
it  is  often  easier  to  get  an  appropriation 
to  improve  the  blood  stream  of  a  bull 
than  it  is  to  provide  adequate  funds  for 
the  prevention  of  deterioration  and  de¬ 
linquency  in  youth? 

Mr.  HILL.  The  Senator  is  absolutely 
correct.  A  little  earlier  in  the  debate 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee,  the  Senator  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  [Mr.  Chavez],  cited  figures  to  show 
how  much  more  money  is  going  for  bulls, 
cows,  heifers,  and  other  animals,  and 
for  plants  of  all  kinds,  than  we  are  able 
to  get  for  our  most  precious  possession, 
our  children,  our  citizens  of  tomorrow, 
as  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  has 
stated. 

A  child  will  not  remain  static.  A  child 
continues  to  grow.  Either  we  give  the 
child  the  opportunity  now  for  a  healthy, 
strong,  normal  body,  and  the  opportu¬ 
nity  now  to  develop  into  a  strong  and 
healthy  citizen,  or  the  opportunity  is  lost 
and  gone  forever. 

Mr.  President,  I  very  much  hope  that 
the  Senate,  in  emphatic  fashion,  will  vote 
this  amendment  down,  and  that  we  can 
send  back  to  our  people  in  the  States  the 
message  that  the  Congress  keeps  faith 
with  the  States,  keeps  faith  with  our 
children,  and  that  we  are  going  to  con¬ 
tinue  to  provide  the  funds  necessary  to 
carry  forward  these  great  programs. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas]  to  the  committee  amendment 
on  page  32,  line  6. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  withhold  his  suggestion  of  the 
absence  of  a  quorum? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Certainly. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
happy  to  align  myself  with  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Chavez],  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Hill],  and  other  Senators 
who  are  opposed  to  the  so-called  Douglas 
amendment  to  reduce  by  $3,000,000  the 
appropriation  for  the  child  welfare  serv¬ 
ices,  the  maternal  and  child  health  serv¬ 
ices,  and  the  crippled  children’s  services. 

The  requirements  and  necessities  for 
this  money  are  on  the  increase;  they  are 


not  on  the  decrease.  As  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Hill]  has  just  reminded  us,  for  the  past 
few  years  our  Nation  has  seen  the  great¬ 
est  increase  in  the  birth  rate  it  has  ever 
known.  In  1947,  births  in  this  country 
exceeded  the  staggering  total  of  4,000,000. 
Even  today,  the  increase  in  the  birth 
rate  is  being  reflected  in  the  greatly  in¬ 
creased  requirements  of  our  schools  and 
of  every  other  facility  in  our  Nation  hav¬ 
ing  to  do  with  the  training  and  care  of 
youth.  My  information  is  that  for  the 
last  part  of  1950  and  the  first  part  of 
1951  the  birth  rate  has  again  increased, 
'to  the  point  where  it  is  entirely  probable 
that  the  all-time  record  of  approxi¬ 
mately  4,000,000  in  1947  will  be  exceeded 
in  1951. 

In  the  last  Congress  authorization  was 
given  for  a  little  more  than  $40,000,000 
for  these  three  services.  That  was  a 
great  increase  in  the  amount  of  Federal 
funds  provided  for  these  services. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  has  called 
attention  to  the  fact  that  some  of  the 
States  have  not  used  all  the  funds  pre¬ 
viously  appropriated.  The  State  of 
Oklahoma  is  one  of  the  States.  My  in¬ 
formation  is  that  the  State  of  Oklahoma 
even  now  has  its  program  in  operation  to 
the  point  where  the  remaining  amount 
of  the  appropriation  will  be  available  in 
the  succeeding  fiscal  year  and  where 
there  will  be  a  deficit  even  on  the  basis 
of  a  $33,000,000  appropriation  being 
made. 

I  think  the  Senator  will  find  that  in  a 
number  of  States,  by  reason  of  the 
greatly  increased  appropriation  last  year, 
the  State  programs  have  not  yet  quite 
caught  up,  either  with  the  tempo  of  the 
needs  for  the  program  within  the  States 
or  with  the  amount  made  available  by 
the  Federal  Government.  I  believe  that 
such  a  situation  is  short-lived.  I  hesi¬ 
tate  to  think  how  tragic  it  would  be  if,  by 
reason  of  the  Federal  Government’s  fail¬ 
ure  to  provide  the  funds  which  it  had 
indicated  it  would  provide  by  the  au¬ 
thorization  of  the  Eighty-first.  Congress, 
there  should  come  to  our  attention,  as  I 
believe  there  surely  would,  a  great  in¬ 
crease  in  the  number  of  children  who 
could  not  be  reached  because  of  limited 
funds. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  the  greatest  na¬ 
tion  on  the  earth.  It  is  the  strongest  and 
the  richest  nation  on  the  earth.  It  has 
attained  that  distinction  because  of  the 
abundance  of  its  natural  resources  and 
the  character  and  quality  of  its  people. 
We  are  now  in  the  midst  of  the  gradua¬ 
tion  season  of  our  colleges  and  univer¬ 
sities.  It  has  been  my  privilege  to  at¬ 
tend  a  few  such  exercises  during  the  past 
weeks.  It  has  been  a  tremendous  thrill 
to  me  to  see  the  thousands  of  American 
youth  coming  from  our  colleges  and  uni¬ 
versities  through  their  graduation  and 
moving  into  the  bloodstream  of  the  Na¬ 
tion.  It  is  a  source  of  great  pride  and 
gratification  to  learn  that  between  450,- 
000  and  500,000  young  Americans  will 
graduate  this  year  from  our  colleges  and 
universities.  What  a  transfusion  of 
strength  and  power  it  will  be  as  they 
move  into  the  bloodstream  of  the  Nation 
and  make  their  contributions  of  physical 
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courage,  mental  ability,  and  spiritual 
character.  I  do  not  believe  that  all  the 
universities  and  colleges  in  the  world 
outside  of  our  Nation  will  graduate  so 
great  a  number  this  year.  I  know  of  no 
fact  more  reassuring,  as  we  contem¬ 
plated  the  troubled  condition  of  the 
world  and  the  crises  we  face,  than  to 
realize  the  tremendous  increase  in  spir¬ 
itual  and  mental  power  provided  by  the 
ever  greater  numbers  of  American  youth. 

Mr.  President,  on  the  basis  of  the  birth 
rate  in  this  country  for  the  past  6  years 
and  on  the  basis  of  the  increased  oppor¬ 
tunities  and  necessities  for  education,  I 
believe  it  is  entirely  possible  that  within 
a  decade  we  shall  see  American  colleges 
and  universities  graduating  a  million 
youth  every  year.  However,  there  will 
be  hundreds  of  thousands  of  them  who 
will  not  be  graduated  if  the  Nation  fails 
to  meet  its  responsibilities  to  them  in  the 
form  of  a  greater  educational  program 
and  in  the  form  of  such  programs  with 
reference  to  which  the  appropriation  is 
being  made  available.  The  future 
strength  and  power  of  the  Nation  will 
be  as  great  as  the  mental  and  moral  and 
spiritual  forces  of  our  people  make  it. 

We  have  surpassed  the  world  in  scien¬ 
tific  development  and  industrial  progress. 
We  have  surpassed  the  world  in  the  mat¬ 
ter  of  the  utilization  of  resources  for  con¬ 
structive  and  beneficial  purposes.  But 
the  future  of  the  Nation  and  the  future 
of  the  world  depend  upon  the  generation 
of  American  youth  of  this  day. 

The  appropriation  in  the  amount  of 
$33,000,000  is  inadequate.  It  is  not  ex¬ 
cessive.  It  is  tragic  to  contemplate  a 
drastic  arbitrary  reduction  on  the  basis 
of  a  hypothesis  which  does  not  exist,  and 
in  spite  of  the  definite  realities  of  the 
situation  as  the  situation  does  exist.  I 

Apportionment  of  total  funds  estimated,  to 


believe  it  is  tragic  that  the  appropriation 
is  not  in  the  amount  of  $40,000,000  or 
$41,000,000,  as  authorized  by  the  Eighty- 
first  Congress.  It  was  not  an  ill-con¬ 
ceived  act  by  the  committees  of  the  two 
Houses  of  Congress.  It  was  action  which 
was  taken  after  the  fullest  consideration 
had  been  given  to  the  subject  and  after 
the  fullest  presentation  had  been  made 
of  the  pertinent  facts.  The  action  of 
the  committee  in  recommending  an  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $33,000,000  was  not  one 
which  was  hastily  taken  or  taken  in  the 
absence  of  knowledge.  It  was  taken  by 
the  committee  after  it  had  given  con¬ 
sideration  to  the  facts  as  they  had  been 
presented  to  it. 

Mr.  President,  America  would  be  doing 
herself  an  injustice,  and  she  would  be 
doing  her  future  an  injustice,  if  the  re¬ 
duction  were  made.  Over  and  beyond 
that,  Mr.  President,  she  would,  in  the 
midst  of  her  greatest  prosperity  and 
strength  and  in  the  midst  of  her  greatest 
need  for  the  fullest  development  of 
her  youth,  be  taking  an  action  which 
would  be  penny-wise  and  pound-foolish 
and  detrimental  in  the  extreme  to  her 
youth.  To  the  extent  that  she  damaged 
them  she  would  certainly  damage  her¬ 
self.  A  continuation  and  an  expansion 
of  the  policy  in  the  name  of  economy 
could  bring  about  a  weakening  of  the 
fiber  of  America  to  her  very  destruction. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  as  the 
temporary  acting  leader  of  the  minority 
which  is  the  Republican  Party  I  desire 
to  associate  myself  fully  and  entirely 
and  completely  with  each  and  every 
one  of  the  words  spoken  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Kerr],  I  think  it  is  one  of  the  finest 
speeches  I  have  ever  heard  made  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  insofar  as  it  pertains 
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to  the  youth  of  this  country.  It  was  a 
clear,  succinct,  patriotic,  and  statesman¬ 
like  summing  up  of  all  that  is  involved 
in  the  pending  amendment. 

A  few  years  ago  in  the  State  of  North 
Dakota,  during  the  years  of  the  depres¬ 
sion,  the  Bank  of  North  Dakota  made  a 
fund  of  $150,000  available  to  graduates 
of  our  high  schools  who  because  of  their 
financial  status  were  unable  to  go  to 
college.  We  made  the  money  available 
in  loans  of  $300  a  year  at  1  percent  in¬ 
terest,  payable  some  years  after  they 
graduated  and  were  able  to  repay  the 
money.  I  may  say  that  today  the  record 
shows  that  96  percent  of  that  money 
has  been  returned  to  the  Bank  of  North 
Dakota  by  these  young  men  and  women, 
who  became  school  teachers,  doctors, 
lawyers,  and  leaders  in  agriculture. 

I  find  that  in  my  State  we  have  had 
a  remarkably  fine  record  insofar  as  the 
administration  of  child  welfare  serv¬ 
ices  and  crippled  children’s  services  and 
maternal  and  child-care  services  are 
concerned.  And  the  people  of  North 
Dakota  are  justly  proud  of  those  who 
have  often  sacrificed  money,  time,  and 
opportunty  to  get  better  positions. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record,  as  a  part  of  my  remarks,  two 
tables  giving  the  apportionment  of  total 
funds  estimated  to  be  appropriated  for 
the  fiscal  year  1951  for  grants  to  States 
for  maternal  and  child  health,  crippled 
children’s,  and  child-welfare  services.  I 
call  particular  attention  to  North  Da¬ 
kota’s  position  on  the  schedule  and  the 
fact  that  the  State  matched  the  Federal 
funds. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

to  States  for  maternal  and  child  health, 


Total 

Maternal  and 
child  health 
services 

Crippled  chil¬ 
dren’s  services 

Child  welfare 
services 

Balances  from  prior  years 

$870, 518 
11, 000, 000 
3, 000, 000 

$294, 286 

Appropriation  prior  to  enactment  H.  a.  6000  - - 

$1,  913,  920 

Supplemental  appropriation  requested  under  H.  ii.  flfihn  . 

7, 600, 000 

3, 500, 000 

Total  _ 

3, 375,000 

4,875,000 

. 

36, 328, 724 

14, 870, 518 

11,169,286 

10, 288, 920 

State 

Total  available 

Maternal  and  child  health  services 

Crippled  children’s  services 

Child  welfare 

to  States,  1961 

Total  available 

to  States,  1951 

Total  available 
to  States,  1951, 
fund  A 

Total  available 
to  States,  1951, 
fund  B 

Total  available 
to  States,  1951 

Total  available 
to  States.  1951, 
fund  A 

Total  available 
to  States,  1951, 
fund  B 

services, 
total  available 
to  States,  1951 

Alabama _ 

$504,323 
117,  260 
173, 118 
309,316 
456, 313 
218,383 
126, 894 
112,  908 

$151,079 

Alaska _ _ 

$353,  244 

$338,  546 

$116, 475 
53,947 

$222,071 

70,000 

Arizona _ 

360,  215 

57,260 

98,118 

60,000 

123,  947 

Arkansas _ 

75,000 

107, 320 

87,320 

2^000 
160,720 
83,818 
20,000 
102,  260 
20,000 
120,  000 

California-,. 

1, 015,055 

119, 1 53 

190, 163 

264,  319 

93,  599 

Colorado . 

328, 166 

128, 147 

295, 127 

211,  309 

Connecticut... 

460,  944 

91,383 
101, 894 
79,908 
77,480 
121,  698 
159, 427 
70,  239 
72,141 
264,  515 
188, 940 
232,  678 
102, 447 
141,  736 
137,330 
100, 021 
114,  656 
164,780 
250,  060 
139, 302 

127,  000 

93,  925 

73, 925 

19R  ?47 

1  Delaware. 

25,  000 

194,  920 

92,  666 

District  of  Columbia 

349, 284 

33,000 

120, 310 

100, 310 

54,999 

Florida.. 

XI#,  i  Oil 

40,000 
131,  500 

185, 533 

65,533 

Ccoreia _ 

1  415 

145,  029 
285,411 

95, 198 

49,831 
165,  840 

1 73 '  730 

Hawaii.. _ 

328, 877 

119,  571 

Idaho _ 

60,000 

163,  938 

63,938 

100,000 
20,  000 
•  91, 061 

73,851 
97,863 
33, 058 
185, 734 
137, 560 
43,000 
2CS,  000 

Illinois _ 

25,  000 

83, 088 

63, 088 

Indiana.  _ 

33,  255 

280, 345 

189, 284 

Iowa . . 

701, 049 

321, 395 

126, 391 

193,  770 

119,  919 

316, 452 

(Kansas _ 

88,  717 

195 

702 

97,839 

'Kentucky.... 

994,419 
843,  778 

45,318 

118,557 

85, 499 

162, 558 
283, 172 

Louisiana... 

272,647 

296,864 

111,130 

'Maine. 

244, 032 

243, 495 

105,  635 

M  aryland. 

46, 687 

111,929 

68,929 

'Massachusetts. . 

r»5R  977 

304, 191 

298,  204 

90,204 

124* 102 
109  844 

|M  ichipm . 

1  099*  775 

151, 972 

232,381 

126,261 

loc;  120 

135,  960 
113,857 

(Minnesota . 

196,  519 

298, 

728 

162, 768 

277,  4G6 
198.  740 

100, 189 

217, 890 

104,  039  | 
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Maternal  and  child  health  services 


Crippled  children’s  services 


State 


Mississinpi . . 

Missouri _ _ 

Montana _ _ _ 

Nebraska _ _ 

Nevada . . 

New  Ha-'nshire . 

New  Jersey _ _ 

New  Mexico . . 

New  York . . . 

North  Carolina . 

North  Dakota . . . 

Ohio . . . . . 

Oklahoma, . 

Oregon. . . 

Pennsylvania . ._ . 

Puerto  ’lico _ _ 

Rhode  Island . 

South  Carolina . . . 

South  Dakota . 

Tennessee . . . . 

Texas _ _ 

Utah . . . . 

Vermont  _ _ 

Virgin  Islands . . . 

Virginia  _  ... _ 

Washington.. . . . . 

West  Virginia . . 

Wisconsin _ _ 

Wyoming.. . . 

Unapportioned  reserve  fund  B 

Total . . 


Total  available 
to  States,  1951 


Total  available 
to  States,  1951 


Total  available 
to  States,  1951, 
fund  A 


Total  available 
to  States,  1951, 
fund  B 


Total  available 
to  States,  1951 


Total  available 
to  States,  1951, 
fund  A 


Total  available 
to  States,  1951, 
fund  B 


Child  welfare 
services, 
total  available 
to  States,  1951 


$924, 800 
768,  958 
324,  635 
471, 357 
343,  426 
270, 928 
616,118 
309,  518 
1,  292,  994 
1, 393,  790 
312,  502 
1, 156,  712 
754, 115 
351, 026 
1,461,371 
966,  307 
323,  670 
805,  240 
404,  929 
1,  073,  429 
1,  549,  674 
338,  050 
264,  025 
201,  933 
977, 190 
484,  488 
674,  456 
791,  145 
404,  376 
491,  390 


$357, 431 
309, 160 
139,  843 
161,  371 
160, 153 
93, 136 
231, 935 
132,  146 
468,  025 
564,  061 
97,  835 
442,  498 
257, 086 
125,  471 
673,  897 
427,  976 
115,  960 
237,  399 
187,  531 
484,  965 
638,  119 
148,  619 
90,  378 
80,  923 
367,  842 
206,  486 
272,  536 
334,  225 
170,  901 
391,  350 


$128,  200 
190, 124 
114,  843 
111,219 
135, 153 
68, 136 
206,  935 
77,  146 
398, 025 
178,  507 
72,  835 
271,  580 
163,  297 
93,  887 
316,  101 
153,  858 
90,  960 
119,  599 
162,  531 
147,  380 
300,  716 
98,  619 
65,  378 
55,  923 
169,  562 
117,  403 
121,  146 
231,  143 
145,  901 


$229,  231 
119, 036 
25, 000 
50, 152 
25, 000 
25,  000 
25,  000 
55,  000 
70,  000 
385,  554 
25,  000 
170,  918 
93,  789 
31,  584 
257,  796 
274, 118 
25,  000 
167,  800 
25,  000 
337,  585 
337, 403 
50,  000 
25,  000 
25,  000 
198,  280 
89,  083 
151,  390 
103,  082 
25,  000 
391,  350 


$296*  735 

$100,  242 

239,  685 

118,  522 

107,  177 

62, 177 

124,  972 

74,  972 

137,  590 

117,  590 

118,  296 

98,  296 

224,  214 

124,  214 

85,  940 

65,  940 

420,  921 

268,  341 

396,  481 

133,  703 

83, 887 

63,  887 

282,  753 

182,  501 

261,  831 

98,  094 

98,  269 

78,  269 

412,  890 

230,  536 

284,  861 

110,  129 

159,  804 

89,  804 

273,  720 

98,  994 

92,  137 

64.  137 

287,  352 

117,372 

483,  641 

194,  428 

116,  633 

66,  633 

105,  111 

«5,  111 

74.  790 

54,  790 

290,  880 

115, 185 

167,  281 

92,  652 

176,  880 

93,  012 

242,  085 

110,  429 

143, 140 

123,  140 

100,  040 

$196,  493 

$270,  634 

121, 163 

220, 113 

45,  000 

77,615 

50, 000 

185,  014 

.  20,000 

45, 683 

20,  000 

59,  496 

100, 000 

159, 969 

20, 000 

91,432 

152,  580 

404, 048 

262,778 

433,  248 

20,  000 

130,  780 

100,  252 

431,  461 

161,  737 

235, 198 

20,  000 

127,286 

182,  354 

474,  584 

174,  732 

253, 470 

70.  000 

47,  906 

174,  726 

244,  121 

28,  600 

125,  261 

169,  980 

301, 112 

289,  213 

427,  914 

50,  000 

72,  798 

20,  000 

68,  536 

20.  000 

46,  220 

175,  695 

318,  468 

74,  629 

110,  721 

83,  8^8 

225,  040 

131,  656 

214,835 

20,  000 

90,  335 

100,  040 

36,  328,  724 


14,  870,  518 


7, 870, 518 


7, 000,  000 


11, 169,  2S6 


5,  731,  786 


5,  437,  500 


10, 288,  920 


Apportionment  of  total  funds  estimated  to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1951  for  grants  to  States  for  maternal  and  child  health,  crip 

pled  children’s  and  child-welfare  services 


Maternal  and  child 
health  services 

Crippled  children’s 
services 

Child  welfare 
services 

Balances  from  prior  years... . 

$870, 518 
11,  000, 000 
3, 000, 000 

$294,  286 
7,  500, 000 
3, 375,  000 

$1, 913, 920 

3,  500, 000 

4,  875,  000 

Appropriation  prior  to  enactment  H.  R.  6000 _ 

Supplemental  appropriation  requested  under  H,  R.  6000 _ 

Total . 

14, 870,  518 

11, 169,  286 

10,  288,  920 

- - - - - - - : 

State 


Alabama . . 

Alaska _ 

Arizona _ 

Arkansas _ 

California.  . . 

Colorado.  . . . 

Connecticut . . 

Delaware. . . 

District  of  Columbia . 

Florida.. . . . 

Georgia . — . . 

Hawaii _ _ 

Idaho . . . 

Illinois . . . 

Indiana _ _ 

Iowa . . 

Kansas . . . . 

Kentucky _ 

Louisiana.. . 

Maine _ _ 

Maryland.. . . 

Massachusetts . . 

Michigan _ 

Minnesota _ 

Mississippi . . 

Missouri.. _ _ 

Montana.. . 

Nebraska . . . 

Nevada _ ... _ 

New  Hampshire _ 

New  Jersey . 

New  Mexico _ 

New  York _ _ 

North  Carolina . 

North  Dakota . . 

Ohio _ 

Oklahoma _ *• _ 

Oregon . 

Pennsylvania _ 

Puerto  Rico.. . .  . . 


Maternal  and  child  health  services 


Total 
available 
to  States, 
1951 


$504,  323 
117,  260 
173,  118 
309, 316 
456,  313 
218,  383 
126;  894 
112,  90S 
117,  4S0 
253, 198 
488,  304 
130,  239 
97, 141 
297,  770 

315,  331 
321, 395 
147,  765 
414,  383 
381,362 
'16,708 
418,  847 

316,  752 
446,  579 
239,  491 
357,  431 
309,  160 
139, 843 
161,  371 
160, 153 

93, 136 
231,  935 
132, 146 
468,  025 
564,  061 
97, 835 
442,  498 
257,  086 
125,471 
573,  897 
427,  976 


Apportion¬ 
ment  1951 
exclusive  of 
reserve 
fund  B 


$404,  323 
32,  260 
100,  633 
246,  177 
421,  313 
116,  383 
126,  S94 
87,  020 
102,  480 
203, 198 
413,  304 
95,  239 
97, 141 
297,  770 
273,  630 
211,  526 
147,  765 
374,  383 
306, 362 
105,  599 
155,  669 
189, 780 
376,  671 
236,  913 
357,431 
269, 186 
95,  891 
119,  445 
82,  961 
92,  913 
189,  997 
102, 143 
423,  010 
534,  Q61 
97,  657 
423,  822 
204,  982 
125,  471 
570,  599 
427,  976 


Apportion¬ 
ment  1951 
reserve 
fund  B  i 


$100, 000 
35, 000 
50, 000 
52,  500 
35,  000 
102.  000 


8.090 
15,  000 
50,  000 
75,  000 
35,  000 


12,  000 


40,  000 
75,  000 
20,  000 
263, 178 
126,  972 
50,  000 


800 

"20, ’666" 


30,  000 
45,  000 
30,  000 


13,300 


Prior  years’ 
balances 
available 
in  1951 


$22,  485 
10,639 


17,888 


29,  701 
109,  869 


21, 109 


19, 908 
2,578 


39, 174 
43,  952 
21,  926 
77, 192 
223 
41,  938 
3 
15 


178 
5,376 
62, 104 


3,298 


Crippled  children’s  services 


Total 
available 
to  States, 
1951 


$338.  546 

123,  947 
107,  320 

254,  319 

295,  127 
93,  925 

194,  926 
120,  310 
185,533 
145,  029 

255,  411 
163,  938 

83,  088 
280,  345 
193,  770 

195,  702 
118,  557 

296,  864 
243,  495 
111,  929 
298, 204 
232,  381 
298,  728 
217,  896 
296,  735 
239,  685 
107, 177 

124,  972 
137,  590 
118,  296 
224,  214 

85,  940 
420,  921 
396,  481 
83,  887 
282,  753 
261, 831 
98,  269 
412, 890 
284, 861 


Apportion¬ 
ment  1951 
exclusive  of 
reserve 
fund  B 


$288, 196 
73, 947 
86,  484 
204,  319 
269,  627 

93,  923 
104,  063 

77,  545 
85,  533 

145,  029 
285,  411 

83,  938 
83,  088 
212,  499 
193,  770 
153,  657 
118,  469 
266,  864 
220,  755 
88,  929 
110,  204 

1 46,  261 
248,  728 
157,896 
146,  735 
209,  685 

31, 939 

94,  972 
75,  046 
81,  540 

144,  214 
85,  783 
288,  341 
361,  481 
83,  887 
282,  598 
191,  271 
98,  269 
412, 890 
284,  861 


Apportion¬ 
ment  1951 
reserve 
fund  B  1 


$50, 000 
50, 000 


50,000 
25,  500 


82, 260 

’  166,’  660' 


80, 000 
’67,166" 


42, 000 


30, 000 
22,  740 
23, 000 
188,  000 
86, 120 
50,  000 
50,  000 
50,  000 
30,  000 
25,  000 
30,  000 


80,  000 


132,  580 
35,  000 


70,  560 


Prior  years’ 
balances 
available 
in  1951 


$350 

16, ’$36" 


2 

»,  603 
42,  705 


646 


45 

88 


238 


62,  544 
36,  756 


157 


155 


Child  welfare  services 


Total 
available 
to  States, 
1951 

Apportion¬ 
ment,  1951 

Prior  years’ 
balances 
available 
in  1951 

$285,  368 

$285,  321 

$47 

56,  937 

45  848 

11,  089 

79  777 

77,  643 

2,341 

251,  269 

21S,  443 

32,  826 

263, 615 

212,  945 

50,  670 

129,  247 

95,  520 

31,727 

139,  124 

83,  810 

55,  314 

54,  999 

51,  265 

3,734 

46,  271 

40,  000 

6,271 

171,  730 

130,  228 

41,  502 

346,  698 

284,  345 

62,  353 

69,  492 

61,  398 

8,094 

142, 118 

77,  342 

64,  776 

394,  967 

r.28,  976 

165,  991 

316,  452 

4,  522 

131,  930 

1S3,  952 

.  77,  760 

6, 192 

162,  558 

17,  609 

24,  949 

283, 172 

78,  570 

6,602 

218,  921 

205,  639 

13,  282 

89,  803 

S9,  671 

132 

124, 102 

111,614 

12,  488 

109,  844 

77,  730 

32, 114 

277,  466 

218,  974 

58,  492 

198,  740 

180,  068 

18,  672 

270,  634 

253, 339 

17,  295 

220, 113 

218,  449 

1,664 

77,  615 

74, 171 

3, 444 

185,  014 

118, 119 

66, 895 

45,  683 

45,  655 

28 

59,  496 

57,  840 

1,  650 

159,  969 

102,  319 

57,  650 

91,-432 

85,  649 

5,783 

404,  048 

233,  473 

170,  575 

433,  248 

362, 170 

71, 078 

130,  780 

95,  788 

34, 992 

431,  461 

257,  981 

173, 480 

235, 198 

207,  772 

27,426 

127,286 

89,  727 

37,  559 

474,  5S4 

375,  768 

98,  816 

.  253,  470 

229,  871 

23,599 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Apportionment  of  total  funds  estimated  to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1051  for  grants  to  States  for  maternal  and  child  health, 

crippled  children’s  and  child-welfare  services — Continued 


State 


Rhode  Island . . 

South  Carolina _ 

South  Dakota . . . 

Tennessee . . . 

Texas _ 

Utah.. . . . ’ — 

Vermont _ 

Virgin  Islands _ . _ 

Virginia . . 

Washington . . . 

West  Virginia . . 

Wisconsin _ 

.Wyoming. - - - 

'Unapportioned  reserve 
fund  B . . . . 

Total . . 


Maternal  and  child  health  services 


Total 
available 
to  States, 
1951 


$115,  960 
287, 399 
187,  531 
484, 965 
638, 119 
148, 619 
90, 378 
80,923 
367,  842 
206,  486 
272,  536 
334,  225 
170,901 

391, 350 


14,870,518 


Apportion¬ 
ment  1951 
exclusive  of 
reserve 
fund  B 


$97, 973 
287, 399 
97, 453 
365,  065 
616, 601 
102,  365 
89, 431 
79, 692 
345,  580 
156,  486 
244,  875 
249, 895 
87, 207 


12, 110, 000 


Apportion¬ 
ment  1951 
reserve 
fund  B  * 


$119,900 


25, 000 


50, 000 

20,000 


391, 350 
1, 890, 000 


Prior  years’ 
balances 
available 
in  1951 


$17, 987 
"  90, 078" 


21, 518 
21, 254 
947 
1,  231 
22,  262 


7,661 
84,  330 
83,  694 


870,  518 


Crippled  children’s  services 


Total 
available 
to  States, 
1961 


$159, 804 
273, 720 
92, 137 
287,  352 
483,  641 
116,  633 
105,  111 
74,  790 
290,880 
167,  281 
'  176, 880 

242,  085 
143, 140 

-  100, 040 

11, 169,  286 


Apportion¬ 
ment  1951 
exclusive  of 
reserve 
fund  B 


$84, 

223, 

84, 

275, 

483, 

86, 

79, 

73, 

238, 

117, 

176, 

167, 

77, 


437 

720 

137 

352 

641 

633 

291 

089 

272 

281 

870 

085 

545 


9,  000, 000 


Apportion¬ 
ment  1951 
reserve 
fund  B  a 


$50,000 
50, 000 
8,000 
12, 000 


30,000 


60, 000 
60,  000 


75, 000 


100, 040 
1, 875, 000 


Prior  years’ 
balances 
available 
in  1951 


$25, 367 


25,820 

1,701 

2,608 


10 

_65^595~ 


294,286 


Child  welfare  services 


Total 
available 
to  States, 
1951 


$47,906 
244, 121 
125,  261 
301, 112 
427,  914 
72,  798 
68,536 
46,  220 
318, 468 
110,  721 
225,040 
214,  835 
90,335 


10, 288, 920 


Apportion¬ 
ment,  1961 


$45, 179 
223,334 
90,290 
257, 887 
427,  848 
70, 487 
62, 818 
40,882 
238, 102 
110, 719 
206,064 
183,  621 
65,531 


8,376,000 


Prior  years’ 
balances 
available 
in  1951 


$2,727 
20, 787 
34,  971 
43,  225 
66 
2,311 
5,718 
5, 338 
80, 366 
2 

IS,  976 
31,  314 
34,804 


1, 913, 920 


i  These  allocations  are  for  special  projects  of  Nation-wide  significance  that  will  contribute  to  the  development  of  maternal  and  child  health  programs  in  all  States  They 

represent  amounts  of  less  than  $100,000  in  all  except  5  States.  These  States  are  as  follows:  Alabama,  special  medical  and  hospital  care  project-  Colorado  project  for  care  of  prema¬ 

ture  infants:  Maryland,  projects  for  premature  infants,  training  of  maternal  and  child  health  personnel,  demonstration  of  comnrehensive  county  maternal  and  child  health 

program;  Massachusetts,  training  of  maternal  and  child  health  personnel  and  children’s  dental  health;  Tennessee,  training  maternal  and  child  health  personnel  fStudents 
from  a  number  of  States  attend  training  programs.) i * * *  v 

1  These  allocations  are  for  special  projects  of  Nation-wide  significance  that  will  contribute  to  the  development  of  crippled  children’s  programs  in  all  States  They  represent 
amounts  of  less  than  $100,000  in  all  except  3  States  which  are  as  follows:  District  of  Columbia,  rheumatic  fever  and  pediatric  care  projects;  Maryland  projects  for  cerebral  nalsv 
rheumatic  fever,  hearing,  and  training  of  personnel  for  crippled  children’s  programs;  New  York,  rheumatic  fever  and  training  of  personnel  for  services  to  crippled  children  ’ 


Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  at  this 
time  I  wish  to  compliment  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Chavez]  for  the  fine,  enlightened,  and 
courageous  fight  he  has  made  in  behalf 
of  those  who,  more  than  anyone  else, 
need  help.  In  the  United  States  there 
are  10,000,000  families  having  incomes 
of  less  than  $2,000  a  year.  The  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  New  Mexico  has 
become  their  spokesman  on  this  floor. 
Words  on  my  part  would  be  entirely  in¬ 
adequate  to  express  to  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  the  thanks  not  only  of  the 
North  Dakota  families  who  come  in  that 
bracket,  but  also  of  all  those  in  the  en¬ 
tire  United  States  and  in  the  Territories. 
In  their  behalf  I  thank  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas!. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered  to 
their  names: 


Aiken 

Gillette 

McFarland 

A.nderson 

Green 

McKellar 

Bennett 

Hendrickson 

McMahon 

Brewster 

Hennings 

Monroney 

Bricker 

Hickenlooper 

Moody 

Bridges 

Hill 

Morse 

Butler,  Md. 

Hoey 

Mundt 

Butler,  Nebr. 

'  Holland 

Neely 

Byrd 

Humphrey 

Nixon 

Capehart 

Hunt 

O’Conor 

Carlson 

Ives 

O’Mahoney 

Chavez 

Jenner 

Pastore 

Clements 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Robertson 

Connally 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Russell 

Cordon 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Saltonstall 

Douglas 

Kefauver 

Smith,  Maine 

DuS 

Kerr 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Dworshak 

Kilgore 

Stennis 

Eastland 

Knowland 

Taft 

Ecton 

Langer 

Thye 

Ellender 

Lehman 

Tobey 

Ferguson 

Long 

Underwood 

Flanders 

Magnuson 

Welker 

Frear 

Maybank 

Wherry 

Fulbright 

McCarran 

Williams 

George 

McCarthy 

Young 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  lettered  “O”  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas]. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  I  shall  op¬ 
pose  the  Douglas  amendment.  Only 
last  year  the  Social  Security  Act  was  re¬ 
considered.  We  increased  the  amount 
of  the  authorization  in  the  item  under 
consideration  because  we  did  not  think 
the  amount  provided  was  sufficient  to 
carry  op  the  work  required  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  maternal  health,  crippled 
children,  and  child  welfare.  In  my 
opinion  this  is  not  a  field  in  which  we 
should  cut  the  allowances.  It  is  a  field 
in  which  the  Federal  Government  to  a 
very  limited  extent  helps  various  pro¬ 
grams  primarily  for  the  benefit  of 
children.  I  am  quite  willing  to  have  the 
appropriations  in  the  bill  cut,  but  I  do 
not  believe  the  economy  sought  in  the 
pending  amendment  is  justified  under 
the  circumstances. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  lettered  “O”  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas], 

Mr.  LANGER  and  other  Senators 
asked  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered,  and 
the  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr, 
Benton],  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Hayden],  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Smathers],  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Smith],  and  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman] 
are  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  is  un¬ 
avoidably  detained  on  official  business  at 
one  of  the  Government  departments. 

The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Murray]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  on  official  business,  having  been  ap¬ 
pointed  a  representative  of  our  Govern¬ 
ment  to  attend  the  International  Labor 


Conference  being  held  in  Geneva, 
Switzerland. 

The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Murray]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen], 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Montana  would  vote  “nay”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  would  vote  “yea.” 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Smith],  and  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  [Mr.  Sparkman]  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
[Mr.  Case]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Dirksen],  who  is  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness,  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
Montana  [Mr.  Murray],  If  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Illinois  would 
vote  “yea”  and  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Kem],  who  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Lodge]  who  is  neces¬ 
sarily  absent.  If  present  and  voting, 
the  Senator  from  Missouri  would  vote 
“yea”  and  the  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Martin]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Mil- 
likin]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Cain],  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Malone],  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Schoeppel],  the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Watkins],  and  the  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin  [Mr.  Wiley]  are  detained  on  offi¬ 
cial  business. 


The  result  was  announced — yeas  17, 
nays  61,  as  follows: 


Bennett 
Bricker 
Butler,  Md. 
Butler,  Nebr. 
Byrd 
Capehart 


YEAS— 17 

Douglas 

Ecton 

Ferguson 

Hendrickson 

Jenner 

O’Conor 


Robertson 
Smith,  Maine 
Smith,  N.  J. 
Wherry 
Williams 
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1951 


NAYS— 01 


Aiken 

Hill 

McKellar 

Anderson 

Hoey 

McMahon 

Brewster 

Holland 

Monroney 

Bridges 

Humphrey 

Moody 

Carlson 

Hunt 

Morse 

Chavez 

Ives 

Mundt 

Clements 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Neely 

Connally 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Nixon 

Cordon 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

O’Mahoney 

Duff 

Kefauver 

Pastore 

Dworshak 

Kerr 

Russell 

Eastland 

Kilgore 

Saltonstall 

Ellender 

Knowland 

Stennis 

Flanders 

Langer 

Taft 

Frear 

Lehman 

Thye 

Fulbright 

Long 

Tobey 

George 

Magnuson 

Underwood 

Gillette 

Maybank 

Welker 

Green 

McCarran 

Young 

Hennings 

McCarthy 

Hickenlooper 

McFari  and 

NOT  VOTING— 

-18 

Benton 

Lodge 

Schoeppel 

Cain 

Malone 

Smathers 

Case 

Martin 

Smith,  N.  C. 

Dirksen 

McClellan 

Sparkman 

Hayden 

Millikin 

Watkins 

Kem 

Murray 

Wiley 

So  the  amendment  Mr.  Douglas  was 
rejected. 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  Mr.  President,  I 
had  purposed  to  offer  an  amendment, 
which  I  understand  from  the  Parliamen¬ 
tarian  is  not  in  order  at  this  time  be¬ 
cause  of  the  adoption  of  the  Ferguson 
amendment.  My  amendment  had  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  operation  of  the  wage-and- 
hour  law.  In  my  State  there  are  whole¬ 
sale  petroleum  marketers  who  operate 
in  each  county.  They  sell  gasoline  and 
oil  to  farmers  and  retail  service  stations, 
and  they  are  purely  local,  independent 
businessmen.  However,  the  wage-and- 
hour-law  examiners  who  go  snooping 
about,  approach  one  of  these  local 
agents,  for  instance,  and  say,  “You  come 
under  interstate  commerce.’’  The  agent 
says,  “How  do  I  come  under  interstate 
commerce?  My  operations  are  purely 
local,  among  my  own  customers.”  The 
examiner  says,  “You  sell  to  farmers,  and 
what  the  farmer  produces  may  go  into 
interstate  commerce.  Therefore  you  are 
in  interstate  commerce,  and,  therefore 
you  must  abide  by  the  wage-and-hour 
law.” 

THREATENED  WITH  PROSECUTION 

These  marketers  are  threatened  with 
prosecution,  and  some  of  their  employees 
are  likewise  threatened  with  prosecution. 
They  are  told  they  will  be  fined  heavily 
if  they  do  not  comply  with  the  wage- 
and-hour  law.  In  many  instances  the 
salaries  paid  the  employees  amount  to 
more  than  is  required  by  the  wage-and- 
hour  law. 

Wholesale  petroleum  marketers  are 
local  businessmen,  small  fellows,  who  are 
carrying  on  their  operations.  I  do  not 
believe,  Mr.  President,  the  the  act  was 
ever  intended  to  apply  to  them.  They 
are  independent  businessmen,  who  make 
95  percent  of  their  sales  directly  to  re¬ 
tail  service  stations  and  to  farmers.  The 
rest  of  their  sales,  amounting  to  only 
5  percent  of  the  total,  are  made  to  cus¬ 
tomers  such  as  road  contractors,  oil 
drilling  rigs,  and  small  industrial  plants. 
Yet  the  wage-and-hour  snoopers  under¬ 
take  to  bring  them  all  within  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  wage-and-hour  law. 


SALES  LIMITED  TO  ONE  COUNTY 

In  almost  every  case,  the  business  of 
these  marketers  is  limited  to  a  radius 
of  30  miles  and  to  one  county.  Only  by 
the  wildest  stretch  of  the  imagination 
can  they  be  considered  to  be  in  interstate 
commerce.  If  they  are  engaged  in  in¬ 
terstate  commerce,  then  every  person  in 
the  United  States  is  engaged  in  inter¬ 
state  commerce.  I  do  not  think  the  Sen¬ 
ate  is  ready  to  accept  such  a  concept. 

Investigators  of  the  Wage  and  Hour 
Division  have  recently  begun  a  campaign 
of  harassment  against  wholesale  petro¬ 
leum  marketers.  These  marketers  are 
reasonable  men  and  therefore  assumed 
that  a  one-county  operation  was  not  in¬ 
terstate  commerce  and  that  they  were 
not  covered  by  the  law.  Unfortunately, 
they  reckoned  without  the  legal — or 
rather,  illegal  imagination  of  the  Wage 
and  Hour  Division.  They  now  find  them¬ 
selves  threatened  with  suits  for  back 
pay  over  the  past  two  years  amounting  in 
some  cases  to  as  much  as  $9,000. 

EMPLOYEES  THREATENED 

It  is  significant  that  these  suits  do  not 
come  from  the  employees  to  whom  the 
back  pay  is  allegedly  due.  They  come, 
instead,  from  the  wage-hour  investiga¬ 
tors.  The  employees  themselves  do  not 
want  to  sue.  In  many  instances,  they 
are  getting  a  monthly  salary  in  excess  of 
the  requirements  of  the  act.  The  wage- 
hour  investigators  insist,  however,  that, 
in  the  absence  of  any  written  agree¬ 
ment  between  employer  and  employee, 
the  monthly  salary  applies  only  to  the 
basic  workweek  of  40  hours  and  does 
not  include  any  payment  for  overtime 
beyond  40  hours.  In  at  least  one  case, 
an  investigator  warned  employees  that 
if  they  attempted  to  waive  their  alleged¬ 
ly  due  back  pay,  they  themselves  would 
be  subject  to  fine. 

Mr.  President,  the  investigators  carry 
on  a  process  of  coercion  and  intimida¬ 
tion  to  bring  about  a  supposed  compli¬ 
ance  with  the  wages-and-hours  law. 

The  Wage  and  Hour  Division  alleges 
that  these  marketers  are  in  interstate 
commerce,  because: 

(a)  They  sell  petroleum  to  farmers, 
and  the  products  which  the  farmers  pro¬ 
duce  may  go  out  of  the  State. 

In  other  words,  cotton  may  eventually 
go  to  Europe.  If  a  man  is  a  cotton  pro¬ 
ducer,  they  allege  he  is  in  interstate 
commerce,  and  therefore  the  man  who 
sells  him  his  gasoline  comes  under  the 
wages-and-hours  law.  That  is  a  ridic¬ 
ulous  proposition,  Mr.  President. 

(b)  They  sell  to  concerns  other  than 
retail  outlets,  and  the  products  of  these 
concerns  may  go  out  of  the  State.  But 
this  amounts  to  only  5  percent  of  the 
marketers’  total  business. 

This  legal  reasoning  is  so  ridiculous 
that  it  would  be  curious  if  it  were  not  a 
life-and-death  matter  to  the  business¬ 
men  involved.  They  operate  on  thin 
profit  margins  and  cannot  afford  to  pay 
thousands  of  dollars  in  back  wages  which 
they  do  not  owe. 

LAW  SHOULD  BE  FAIRLY  ENFORCED 

I  have  no  desire  to  interfere  with  the 
enforcement  of  the  wage-hour  law.  It 


ought  to  be  enforced  vigorously — but 
only  against  those  persons  to  whom  it 
applies.  If  the  Wage  and  Hour  Division 
has  nothing  better  to  do  with  its  investi¬ 
gators  than  to  harass  businessmen  and 
their  employees  who  are  not  covered  by 
the  law,  then  I  think  it  has  too  many 
investigators. 

Mr.  President,  farmers  are  specifically 
exempted  from  the  wages-and-hours 
law,  but  these  investigators  on  the  pre¬ 
text  that  the  farmers  may  be  doing  an 
interstate  business  by  sending  some  of 
their  products  out  of  the  State,  want  to 
bring  into  the  system  the  very  people  who 
furnish  the  farmers  with  the  supplies  for 
operations. 

In  his  testimony  before  the  Appropri¬ 
ations  Committees,  the  Wage  and  Hour 
Administrator  made  much  of  the  fact 
that  57  percent  of  all  business  establish¬ 
ments  investigated  were  found  to  be  in 
violation  of  the  law.  If  this  figure  of  57 
percent  includes  alleged  violations  by 
persons  who  are  not  covered  by  the  law 
at  all,  it  is  obviously  too  high.  If  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  did  not  investigate  anybody 
except  exempt  businesses,  he  might  be 
able  to  produce  a  figure  of  97  percent 
violations — or  even  100  percent. 

BACKLOG  OF  COMPLAINTS 

The  Wage  and  Hour  Division  has  a 
heavy  backlog  of  complaints  of  violations 
of  the  law.  On  January  1  of  this  year, 
that  backlog  amounted  to  3,773  cases — 
more  than  three  times  its  size  of  a  year 
earlier.  The  Division  ought  to  devote  it¬ 
self  to  getting  rid  of  this  backlog  instead 
of  snooping  around  people  who  are  not 
covered  by  the  law  and  who  are  not  com¬ 
plaining.  But  it  is  allotting  only  25 
percent  of  its  investigative  program  to 
comnlaints. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  a  memorandum  dealing  with  the 
subject  I  have  been  discussing. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mem¬ 
orandum  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

The  Wholesale  Marketer 

(a)  There  are  approximately  50,000  men 
in  this  business  throughout  the  Nation,  op¬ 
erating  in  every  State.  There  are  roughly 
3,000  men  in  the  business  in  Texas. 

(b)  The  marketer  represents  the  whole¬ 
sale  distribution  link  between  any  producer 
of  petroleum  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  con¬ 
sumer  (viz.,  service  stations,  farms,  etc.)  on 
the  other.  Generally  there  is  one  marketer 
for  each  producer  (Texas  Co.,  Gulf,  Phillips, 
Magnolia,  etc.)  in  each  county. 

(c)  The  marketer  is  an  independent  busi¬ 
nessman,  this  being  established  by  defini¬ 
tion  in  H.  R.  6000  (extension  of  Social  Se¬ 
curity)  last  year.  His  arrangement  with  a 
producer  ranges  from  that  of  consignee,  who 
owns  part  of  the  equipment  he  uses  (trucks, 
tanks,  etc.)  and  operates  on  a  flat  commis¬ 
sion  on  all  oil  and  grease  sold,  to  that  of 
jobber  on  the  other  hand,  who  operates  com¬ 
pletely  independently,  buying  the  product  at 
the  most  favorable  price  and  selling  it  the 
same  way,  and  who  owns  all  equipment  and 
stock  in  his  business. 

(d)  Dollar  volume:  The  average  wholesale 
marketer  averages  60,000  gallons  of  petroleum 
per  month  in  sales.  (He  may  range  from 
20,000  to  over  300,000  gallons.)  His  margin 
averages  between  1  and  2  cents  per  gallon. 
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He  employs  1.3  men  only  (thus  hardly  con¬ 
stituting  a  field  of  employment,  within  the 
intent  of  this  law,  but  more  nearly  being  a 
one-man  operation).  He  owns  two  trucks. 

(e)  Geographical  aspects:  He  is,  by  nec¬ 
essity  of  distribution  requirements,  located 
in  almost  every  county.  His  radius  of  opera¬ 
tion  rarely  exceeds  30  miles  and  almost  al¬ 
ways  is  limited  to  his  own  immediate  county. 

(f)  His  customers:  Examination  of  the 
dollar  volume  of  his  business  divides  his 
customers  as  follows: 

Percent 


(a)  Retail  (service  stations) _ 65 

(b)  Farms _ 30 

(c)  Others  (road  contractors,  oil  drilling 

rigs,  small  industrial  plants) _  5 


EFFECTS  OF  THE  PRESENT  LAW 

The  attached  exhibit,  a  copy  of  a  letter 
tells  the  story  of  the  effects  of  the  interpre¬ 
tation  of  this  law  on  one  individual  mar¬ 
keter.  In  the  last  3  weeks  in  central  Texas 
alone,  three  additional  cases  have  arisen 
and  the  pattern  is  usually  the  same. 

1.  The  marketer  at  present  is  totally  un¬ 
aware  that  he  is  allegedly  operating  in  in¬ 
terstate  commerce. 

2.  An  investigator  from  the  Wage  and 
Hour  Division  of  the  Department  of  Labor 
visits  his  office,  inspects  his  books,  states 
that  he  is  in  interstate  commerce  for  one 
or  more  of  the  following  reasons:  (No  cases 
have  yet  been  reported  where  the  inspector 
“found”  otherwise.) 

(a)  He  does  business  with  farms  and  their 
products  may  go  out  of  State.  (Manifest 
unfairness  of  this  reasoning  lies  in  the  fact 
that  the  farmers  themselves  are  specifically 
exempt  from  the  provisions  of  the  Fair 
Labor  Standards  Act.) 

(b)  He  does  business  with  concerns  other 
than  retail  outlets  (regardless  of  the  fact 
that  it  is  only  a  fractional  amount)  and 
their  products  may  go  out  of  State. 

(c)  He  is  therefore  subject  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  wages  and  hours,  must  put  his  em¬ 
ployees  on  a  40-hour  week  at  75  cents  per 
hour  minimum,  pay  time  and  a  half  over¬ 
time. 

(d)  He  must  pay  his  employees  allegedly 
due  back  overtime  pay  for  a  period  of  2  years 
or  face  suit  for  double  the  amount  involved 
(one-half  being  a  fine).  This  amount  in 
Texas  has  ranged  from  $1,800  to  approxi¬ 
mately  $9,000. 

(e)  Employees  are  encouraged  to  press 
such  suits.  In  at  least  one  case,  the  investi¬ 
gator  warned  the  employees  that  if  they 
attempted  to  waive  their  allegedly  due  back 
pay,  they  themselves  would  be  subject  to 
fine. 

(f)  The  small  operator,  faced  with  this 
amount  in  nearly  every  case  is  faced  with 
the  prospect  of  going  out  of  business.  This 
in  turn  would  destroy  the  very  jobs  the  law 
was  designed  to  aid. 

(g)  In  many  instances,  the  employer  is 
paying  a  monthly  salary  equivalent  to  more 
than  the  75-cent  minimum.  However,  in¬ 
vestigators  insist,  in  the  absence  of  any 
written  agreement  between  employer  and 
employee,  that  the  base  figure  involves  only 
the  base  40  hours  and  thus  “overtime  pay 
at  a  much  higher  hourly  rate  is  still  due.” 

SHOULD  BE  EXEMPT  FROM  LAW 

1.  Wholesale  marketers  do  not,  as  a  group, 
constitute  a  real  employment  field,  as  Con¬ 
gress  intended  the  law  to  affect.  They  are 
largely  one  man  operations,  average  1.3  em¬ 
ployees  per  employer. 

2.  They  are  allegedly  subject  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  be¬ 
cause  they  do  business  (about  30  percent) 
with  farmers.  Yet  the  farmers  themselves 
are  exempt  as  a  class  from  the  provisions 
of  this  same  law. 

3.  They  are  also  allegedly  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  law  because  they  sell  oil 
and  grease  to  small  industrial  firms  whose 
products  may  go  out  of  the  State.  This 


percentage  is  so  fractional,  however,  average 
of  5  percent,  as  to  be  manifestly  unfair. 
Their  entire  purpose  is  to  serve  service  sta¬ 
tions  (exempt)  and  farms  (exempt). 

4.  They  cannot  (in  rural  areas  particular¬ 
ly)  stay  in  business  under  these  arbitrary 
rulings.  Their  margin  of  profit  is  too  thin, 
other  costs  too  high,  volume  too  small  to 
face  sudden  claims  for  alleged  back  wages. 
This  will  result  in  their  going  out  of  busi¬ 
ness  and  the  loss  of  employment  to  their 
employees. 

5.  If  this  group  can  be  considered,  by  ar¬ 
bitrary  interpretation,  to  be  in  interstate 
commerce,  then  every  single  businessman 
can,  by  the  same  token,  be  so  considered. 
This  implies  Federal  control  over  all  busi¬ 
ness,  occupations,  professions.  That  was  not 
the  intent  of  Congress. 

A  TYPICAL  CASE  OF  BROWBEATING 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  Mr.  President,  I 
also  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  a  copy 
of  a  letter  which  sets  forth  one  typical 
case  of  browbeating  and  intimidation  on 
the  claim  that  the  persons  involved  come 
within  the  law. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

May  7,  1951. 

Dear  - :  With  reference  to  our  tele¬ 

phone  conversation  this  afternoon  concern¬ 
ing  the  Wage  and  Hour  and  Public  Contracts 
Division  of  the  United  States  Department 

of  Labor,  with - of - ,  Texas,  I  will 

give  you  the  following  history: 

Mr.  -  is  a  small  gasoline  wholesale 

agent  selling  — — — -  oil  products  at  an  aver¬ 
age  of  about  iy2  cents  per  gallon,  commis¬ 
sion.  He  bought  this  agency  here  in  1945, 
after  he  was  discharged  from  the  armed  serv¬ 
ice  of  World  War  II. 

He  has  employed,  three  truck  drivers  and 
one  bookkeeper. 

About  3  weeks  ago,  Mr.  -  came 

to  his  office  in  - and  informed  him  he 

was  with  the  Wage  and  Hour  and  Public 
Contracts  Division  of  the  United  States  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  and  thought  that  possibly 
he  came  under  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 

Act.  At  Mr.  - ’s  suggestion,  Mr.  - 

let  him  examine  his  books  and  records.  He 
then  took  out  a  pamphlet  and  stated  that 

according  to  the  law,  -  would  come 

under  the  act,  because  he  sold  grease  and  oil 
to  oil  producers  and  that  the  oil  they  pro¬ 
duced  might  eventually  go  out  of  the  State. 

He  then  informed  Mr. - that  he  would 

have  to  put  all  of  his  men  on  a  40-hour- 
week  basis  and  pay  time  and  a  half  for  over¬ 
time.  He  also  told  Mr. - that  he  would 

have  to  pay  all  of  his  men  the  back  overtime 
for  a  period  of  2  years  prior  to  that  time. 

He  then  checked  over  - 's  books  again 

and  said  that  the  back  wages  which  he  would 
have  to  pay  the  employees  amounted  to 
about  $4,000. 

- —  is  a  small  operator,  and,  of  course, 

this  $4,000  would  put  him  out  of  business. 

-  then  talked  with  his  four  employ¬ 
ees  about  the  matter  and  told  them  the 
situation.  They  told  him  that  they  did  not 
want  to  sue  him  for  any  back  wages,  that 
they  were  satisfied  with  what  he  had  been 
paying  them,  and  that  they  wanted  to  con¬ 
tinue  working  for  him.  - immediately 

put  all  of  his  employees  on  the  40-hour-week 
basis,  time  and  a  half  for  overtime,  and  is 
paying  them  according  to  such  orders.  The 

employees  told  Mr.  -  that  they  would 

sign  any  paper  or  release  that  was  necessary, 

except  that  Mr.  - told  them  that  they 

would  be  subject  to  a  $250  fine  if  they  signed 
any  release  or  compromise  of  their  claim  for 
back  wages.  However,  they  assured  Mr. 

. -  that  they  did  not  want  any  back 

wages,  and  they  axe  still  on  the  job  and 

everybody  is  satisfied  except  the - office 

of  this  Bureau. 


On  May  4,  1951,  the - office  wrote  Mr. 

- ,  and  I  am  enclosing  herewith  the 

original  of  their  letter. 

I  have  heard  of  lots  of  Government  inter¬ 
ference  in  private  business,  and  we  are  all 
sick  of  it,  but  I  don’t  believe  that  I  ever 
heard  of  the  Government  trying  to  dictate  to 
the  employees  that  they  cannot  settle  their 
claim  for  back  wages  with  an  employer,  even 
though  the  employees  and  the  employer  are 
agreed  upon  it.  Possibly  individuals,  under 
such  a  set-up  have  no  right  to  contract  be¬ 
tween  themselves,  without  the  permission 
of  some  bureaucrat. 

Mr. - does  not  know  what  to  do  with 

reference  to  the  circumstance  in  the  letter 
of  May  4  that  the  Bureau  at  — — —  will  hold 
the  file  open  until  May  18,  1951,  before  tak¬ 
ing  any  action  against  Mr. - . 

I  would  appreciate  your  taking  some  im¬ 
mediate  steps  in  connection  with  this  mat¬ 
ter,  as  I  do  not  believe  Congress  or  anyone 
else  aporoves  of  such  tactics. 

Yours  very  truly, 


GROWING  BUREAUCRACY 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  Mr.  President,  the 
regional  office  of  the  Wage  and  Hour  Di¬ 
vision  in  Dallas,  which  covers  Arkansas, 
Louisiana,  New  Mexico,  Oklahoma,  and 
Texas,  is  the  second  largest  in  the  coun¬ 
try,  exceeded  in  size  only  by  that  in  New 
York,  which  covers  only  New  York  and 
New  Jersey. 

There  are  ICO  employees  in  the  Dallas 
office,  of  whom  107  are  investigators  and 
11  are  investigation  supervisors. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  growing  to  be  a 
bureaucracy  of  the  worst  character.  I 
am  glad  the  Ferguson  amendment  re¬ 
ducing  appropriations  for  personnel  has 
been  agreed  to. 

OPS  AND  BEEF— LETTER  FROM  GRANT  E. 

ANDERSON  TO  SENATOR  THYE 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
read  a  letter  I  received  from  a  partner 
in  a  business  establishment.  Two  young 
men  established  the  business  after  they 
were  discharged  from  the  military  forces 
following  the  end  of  the  war  in  1945. 
What  is  set  forth  in  the  letter  is  rather 
typical  of  conditions  with  which  some 
businessmen  are  now  faced,  and  more 
especially  the  young  man  who  is  operat¬ 
ing  on  limited  capital.  The  letter  comes 
from  the  A.  &  P.  Chip  Steak  Co.,  North 
Mankato,  Minn.  It  is  dated  June  4, 
1951,  and  is  as  follows: 

Dear  Ed:  Ten  years  ago  when  we  were 
driving  along  some  of  these  long  Minnesota 
roads  I  never  dreamed  that  I  would  be  writ¬ 
ing  you  as  one  of  your  constituents.  But 
with  the  present  beef  situation  under  OPS 
I  thought  I  would  let  you  know  what  it  is 
doing  to  us. 

If  you  remember  my  partner  and  myself 
were  down  to  your  farm  and  talked  to  you 
about  going  into  slaughtering  our  own  cat¬ 
tle  fearing  price  control  and  the  result  of 
Government  control. 

To  give  you  an  idea  what  is  happening  to 
us  and  I  imagine  other  small  businesses  I 
will  quote  figures  off  invoices  from  Armour 
&  Co. 

The  week  of  January  22,  1951,  we  purchased 
from  Armour  &  Co.  52  beef  rounds  (3,723 
pounds)  at  a  price  of  44  cents  per  pound. 

The  week  of  May  28,  1951,  we  were  able  to 
purchase  from  Armour  only  one  (77  pounds) 
round  at  a  price  of  50.55  per  pound. 

In  addition  to  this  we  were  able  to  pur¬ 
chase  from  Swift  &  Co.  two  high-priced  cuts 
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of  beef,  one  of  25  pounds  at  75.60  per  pound 
and  102  Vi  pounds  at  70  cents  per  pound. 

We  have  three  other  packers  calling  on  us 
and  we  were  not  able  to  get  any  beef  at  all 
from  them. 

I  could  cite  you  many,  many  more  In¬ 
equities  such  as — the  celling  of  hamburger 
patties  imposed  on  us  Is  60.40  per  pound 
which  Is  the  same  ceiling  as  the  major  pack¬ 
ers  have  as  their  price. 

From  the  above  it  seems  to  me  clear  that 
either  OPS  goes  or  else  we  will  go. 

Ed,  I  know  how  busy  you  are  but  I  wanted 
to  get  my  two  bits  worth  into  Washington 
where  I  thought  it  would  do  the  most  good. 
I  would  appreciate  any  information  that  you 
could  give  us  on  the  situation. 

P’ncerely, 

Grant  E.  Anderson. 

This  is  a  veteran  who  served  for  many 
years  throughout  World  War  II.  He  is 
one  of  the  young  men  who  went  into 
business. 

He  adds  this  postscript: 

P.  S. — Other  troubles:  My  partner,  Gibb,  is 
being  called  back  into  the  Army  July  6.  We 
were  flooded  out  for  2  weeks  during  the  flood 
in  North  Mankato. 

That  was  the  terrific  flood  of  last 
spring. 

How  about  a  job  after  OPS  gets  through 
with  us? 

This  is  a  letter  from  Grant  E.  Ander¬ 
son,  a  young  man  whom  I  have  known 
for  many  years.  This  letter  deals  with 
OPS  regulations.  I  stated  last  spring 
that  we  were  off  to  a  bad  start.  I  think 
we  are  in  a  bad  situation  at  the  present 
time. 

LABOR-FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1952 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  3709)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Labor, 
the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and  related 
Independent  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Mr.  JENNER.  Mr.  President,  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Dirksen]  and  myself,  I  offer  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  I  send  to  the  desk  and  ask 
to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  will  be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  33,  line 
12,  after  the  word  “approval,”  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  insert  a  colon  and  the  following 
proviso :  "Provided,  That  no  State  which 
has,  by  legislative  enactment,  provided 
the  conditions  under  which  public  access 
may  be  had  to  the  records  of  the  dis¬ 
bursements  of  grants  in  aid  funds  shall 
be  denied  its  allocation  of  Federal  funds 
under  titles  I,  IV,  X,  and  XIV  if  such 
State  has  otherwise  complied  with  the 
governing  statutory  provisions.” 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  will  ac¬ 
cept  the  amendment  and  take  it  to  con¬ 
ference.  I  believe  that  it  is  necessary. 

Mr.  JENNER.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment  designated  “6-8-51 — 
B.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  will  be  stated. 


The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  16,  line  9, 
In  the  committee  amendment,  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  strike  out  “$40,000,000”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$31,000,000.” 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
an  amendment  to  decrease  the  appro¬ 
priation  suggested  by  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  for  the  maintenance  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  local  schools  in  federally  affected 
areas. 

I  was  very  glad  to  work  and  vote  for 
the  original  bill  providing  for  school 
construction  in  federally  affected  areas, 
and  for  the  maintenance  and  operation 
of  such  schools.  The  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey]  performed 
a  very  valuable  service  in  getting  this 
legislation  to  the  floor  and  through  the 
Congress,  and  I  am  very  much  in  favor 
of  it.  I  do  think,  however,  that  there 
are  certain  facts  which  we  should  bear 
in  mind  as  we  vote  on  the  appropriation. 

The  Office  of  Education  informs  us 
that  a  total  of  $41,500,000  would  pay  for 
all  the  added  Federal  costs  in  every  dis¬ 
trict  in  the  country.  In  other  words 
with  this  amount  we  could  provide  100 
percent  of  the  requested  Federal  support 
for  the  maintenance  of  local  schools  to 
the  degree  to  which  those  costs  had  been 
increased.  I  think  we  should  remember 
that,  in  the  first  place,  there  is  a  ten¬ 
dency  to  overestimate  the  added  Fed¬ 
eral  costs.  When  we  are  dealing  with 
Uncle  Sam  it  is  always  easy  to  be  gen¬ 
erous  by  way  of  padding  costs  or  over¬ 
estimating  costs,  particularly  when  we 
look  forward  to  the  future.  So  I  am  per¬ 
sonally  inclined  to  sprinkle  a  little  salt 
on  the  estimate  of  $41,500,000. 

There  is  another  offsetting  factor 
which  should  be  borne  in  mind.  It  is 
true  that  Federal  installations  bring 
large  numbers  of  children  from  outside 
the  school  district  into  the  district,  thus 
creating  an  added  strain  upon  the  school 
resources.  But  it  is  also  true  that  in  the 
wake  of  those  children  and  in  the  wake 
of  those  families  will  come  added  stores, 
and  in  some  cases  added  housing. 
Therefore  the  taxable  capacity  of  the 
locality  is  increased  along  with  the  bur¬ 
den.  The  taxable  capacity  is  not  in¬ 
creased  in  the  same  ratio  as  the  added 
burden,  but  it  is  increased  to  some  ex¬ 
tent. 

The  House  of  Representatives  made  an 
appropriation  of  only  $28,000,000  for  this 
purpose,  which  would  provide  for  68  per¬ 
cent  of  the  estimated  total  cost,  which, 
as  I  have  said,  I  think  is  a  padded  figure. 

The  Senate  committee  raised  this 
amount  to  $40,000,000  at  the  request  of 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  The  appro¬ 
priation  suggested  by  the  committee 
would  meet  over  97  percent  of  all  the 
estimated  cost,  virtually  the  entire  esti¬ 
mated  cost.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  I 
think  these  budget  estimates  are  exces¬ 
sive,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  there  is 
added  taxable  capacity,  and  in  view  of 
the  principle  that  the  localities  should 
assume  some  share  of  the  burden,  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  safe  to  cut  this  figure  to  $31,- 
000,000.  That  is  $3,000,000  more  than 
the  House  figure,  and  itjvould  provide 
75  percent  even  of  the  high  total  cost 
figures  given  out  by  the  Office  of  Educa¬ 
tion. 

I  am  in  favor  of  the  proposal  which 
the  eminent  Senator  from  Minnesota 


[Mr.  Humphrey]  advanced,  that  the* 
Federal  Government  should  meet  at 
least  a  portion  of  these  costs  which  are 
federally  created.  I  am  in  favor  of  wel¬ 
fare  programs  and  social  reform  during 
periods  of  prosperity,  within  the  limits 
of  a  balanced  budget.  But  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  that  in  periods  of  prosperity  we 
should  spend  grossly  excessive  amounts 
above  the  amounts  which  we  collect  in 
taxes.  If  we  do  that,  we  are  allowing 
our  hearts  to  run  away  with  our  heads. 
We  are  creating  a  deficit  which  can  be 
met  only  by  borrowing;  and  in  periods 
of  prosperity,  when  workers  are  em¬ 
ployed,  such  borrowing  is  generally  in 
the  form  of  bank  credit,  resulting  in  bid¬ 
ding  up  prices,  and  in  inflation.  So  we  do 
more  damage  through  the  indirect  ef¬ 
fects  of  the  governmental  deficit  than  we 
realize  in  benefits  from  the  direct  effects 
of  the  appropriation. 

I  wish  to  make  my  position  very  clear. 

I  am  for  appropriations  for  welfare ;  but 
in  a  period  of  full  employment  I  want 
to  have  the  Government  balance  its 
budget,  because  if  the  budget  is  not  bal¬ 
anced,  inflation  is  bound  to  ensue.  I 
submit  that  this  is  a  sane  program  of 
social  reform  within  the  confines  of  a 
balanced  budget. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
say  to  the  good  Senator  from  Illinois 
that  when  he  refers  to  this  particular 
item  as  a  matter  of  social  welfare,  he  is 
in  error.  This  is  not  social  welfare  at  all. 
It  is  for  the  payment  of  costs  of  operat¬ 
ing  the  school  systems  throughout  the 
Nation. 

Let  me  explain  why  the  committee 
made  this  recommendation,  so  that  the 
Senate  may  be  informed  as  to  what  it  is 
voting  upon.  I  have  stated  heretofore, 
and  I  repeat,  that  the  Senate  is  supreme 
in  these  matters.  If  the  Senate  desires 
to  cut  the  figure,  well  and  good.  How¬ 
ever  I  do  not  believe  the  Senate  would 
be  justified  in  cutting  one  penny  from 
the  committee’s  recommendations  unless 
it  had  information  upon  which  to  justify 
such  a  cut. 

For  what  purpose  is  the  $40,000,000  to 
be  used?  It  is  to  be  used  for  payments 
to  school  districts,  not  for  social  welfare. 
The  committee  recommended  $40,000,- 
000,  an  increase  of  $12,000,000  over  the 
House  allowance,  for  which  the  Senate 
received  a  supplemental  estimate,  known 
as  Senate  Document  No.  40,  on  May  21, 
together  with  a  change  of  language  to 
correct  an  inaccuracy  in  the  estimate 
and  to  permit  the  use  of  funds  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  provisions  of  section  6  of 
Public  Law  874. 

We  should  have  in  mind  that  last  fall 
when  the  estimates  were  submitted  to 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  they  were  based 
on  what  were  supposed  to  be  the  require¬ 
ments  at  that  time.  The  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  had  approved  the  $28,000,000. 
After  the  approval  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
passed  Public  Law  874,  in  which  the 
Government  was  authorized,  wherever 
the  Federal  Government,  because  of  its 
national  defense  activities,  caused  an 
impact  upon  local  school  districts,  to 
contribute  to  the  work  of  the  public- 
school  system. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 
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Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  As  I  understand,  a 
formula  was  worked  out,  and  the  schools 
which  did  not  meet  the  requirements  of 
the  formula  were  not  considered. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  was  last  fall. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Yes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  During  the  current 
year,  as  I  understand  from  the  report, 
only  68  per  cent  of  the  schools  which 
met  the  formula  requirements  received 
payments. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  In  that  connection  I 
should  like  to  point  out  that  two  school 
districts  in  my  State  have  not  paid  their 
teachers  this  year  because  of  the  exist¬ 
ence  of  that  very  situation. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  same  situation 
exists  in  every  State  of  the  Union.  For 
example,  there  is  tremendous  activity 
in  South  Carolina,  in  the  area  which  is 
being  developed  by  the  Atomic  Energy 
Commission.  Perhaps  20,000  or  30,000 
families  with  children  will  be  brought 
into  the  area.  In  the  first  place,  the 
Government  has  taken  the  land  from  the 
people  of  South  Carolina  and  has  thus 
taken  it  from  the  State’s  tax  rolls. 
Thousands  of  children  will  be  brought 
into  the  area.  Such  situations  are  be¬ 
hind  the  philosophy  of  Public  Law  874, 
which  Congress  passed  after  the  original 
requirements  were  submitted  to  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget.  Since  that  time 
the  House  allowed  $28,000,000.  All  the 
Senate  committee  has  done  is  to  take  in¬ 
to  consideration  Public  Law  874.  On 
the  basis  of  such  consideration  it  ap¬ 
proved  $12,000,000  more.  It  is  that 
simple. 

Mr.  President,  we  should  either  appro¬ 
priate  the  money,  or  Public  Law  874 
should  not  be  on  the  statute  books.  The 
Federal  Government  should  contribute 
what  Congress  determines  to  be  its  just 
share  by  reason  of  the  impact  of  Federal 
activities  in  individual  States. 

I  hope  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  will  be  rejected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Underwood  in  the  chair) .  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas]. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered  to 
their  names : 


Aiken 

Anderson 

Bennett 

Bricker 

Bridges 

Butler,  Md. 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Capehart 

Carlson 

Chavez 

Clements 

ConnaUy 

Cordon 

Douglas 

Dworshak 

Eastland 

Ecton 

Ellender 

Ferguson 

Frear 

George 


Gillette 

Long 

Green 

Magnuson 

Hayden 

Maybank 

Hendrickson 

McCarran 

Hennings 

McCarthy 

Hickenlooper 

McClellan 

Hill 

McFarland 

Hoey 

McKellar 

Holland 

McMahon 

Humphrey 

Monroney 

Hunt 

Moody 

Ives 

Morse 

Jenner 

Mundt 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Neely 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Nixon 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

O'Conor 

Kefauver 

O’Mahoney 

Kerr 

Pastore 

Kilgore 

Robertson 

Knowland 

Russell 

Lehman 

Saltonstall 

Smith,  Maine 

Taft 

Welker 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Thye 

Wherry 

Smith,  N.  C. 

Tobey 

Wiley 

Sparkman 

Underwood 

Williams 

Stennis 

Watkins 

Young 

The  PRESIDING 
quorum  is  present. 

OFFICER. 

A 

The  question  is  on 

agreeing  to 

the 

amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  address  a  question  to  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico.  As  I  under¬ 
stand  the  amendment  which  we  are  now 
considering,  it  proposes  to  reduce  cer¬ 
tain  funds  intended  for  educational  in¬ 
stitutions  in  congested  and  critical  areas. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  should  like  to  say, 
if  the  Senator  will  permit  me,  that  I  am 
as  much  in  favor  of  economy  as  is  any 
other  Member  of  the  Senate.  I  worked 
long  and  hard  on  the  appropriations  in 
an  endeavor  to  effect  economies,  but  the 
amendments,  including  the  one  which  is 
now  before  the  Senate,  which  affect 
schools,  will  do  nothing  short  of  inflict¬ 
ing  sei’ious  injury  upon  my  own  State 
and  upon  many  other  States.  We  have 
on  the  Savannah  River  an  atomic 
energy  plant  which  is  taking  250,000 
acres  of  land  which  will  be  removed 
from  the  tax  rolls  of  South  Carolina. 
It  is  expected  that  35,000  people  will  be 
employed  at  that  plant.  My  State  can¬ 
not  possibly  afford  to  provide  the  neces¬ 
sary  schools  and  other  facilities  which 
will  be  needed  in  connection  with  that 
development. 

I  favor  economy,  but  I  want  the  Rec¬ 
ord  to  show  that  the  kind  of  economy 
proposed  in  this  instance,  which  affects 
an  area  comprising  250,000  acres  of  land 
and  which  also  affects  the  farmers,  is 
not  an  economy  from  the  viewpoint  of 
the  people  of  my  State.  No  one  in  the 
State  of  South  Carolina  asked  that  the 
atomic  energy  plant  be  located  on  the 
Savannah  River,  and  most  of  us  were 
very  much  shocked  when  we  learned 
that  it  was  to  be  located  there.  It  takes 
250,000  acres  of  land,  including  some  of 
the  best  land  in  the  State.  It  is  esti¬ 
mated  that,  for  its  peak  operations,  the 
plant  will  require  an  influx  of  35,000 
people,  who  will  be  employed  there,  and 
who  will  bring  their  families  with  them. 

I  should  simply  like  to  know  what  the 
people  of  my  State  would  expect  me  to 
do  other  than  to  support  to  the  end  an 
appropriation  of  the  necessary  funds 
with  which  to  develop  the  schools  and 
other  facilities  of  that  district,  even 
though  they  feel,  as  I  do,  that  economy 
is  the  first  order  of  business.  I  certainly 
do  not  want  inflation,  but  when  it  comes 
to  making  cuts  of  this  kind  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  project  in  the  Savannah 
River  Valley,  I  oppose  it. 

The  Senators  from  Georgia  know  the 
situation  in  the  area  to  which  I  have 
referred  as  well  as  I  do.  Other  Senators 
know  it  also.  The  same  thing  is  going  to 
happen  in  the  home  State  of  our  dis¬ 
tinguished  Vice  President,  in  the  Pa¬ 
ducah  area.  Certain  increases  were 
made  in  the  bill  in  order  to  take  care  of 
the  atomic  energy  installations,  were 
there  not? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 


Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  merely  wanted  the 
Record  to  show  that. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  let  us 
make  clear  the  reason  for  the  action  of 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  in 
recommending  an  increase  of  $12,000,- 
000  in  this  item.  The  Bureau  of  Edu¬ 
cation,  under  the  law,  is  required  to  pre¬ 
sent  evidence  before  the  Budget  Bureau. 
It  is  generally  done  in  the  fall  of  the 
year.  The  Bureau  of  Education  for  this 
purpose  requested  of  the  Budget  Bureau 
$28,000,000,  which  request  was  approved 
by  the  Bureau.  After  the  request  had 
been  made  and  approved,  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States  passed  Public  Law 
874  for  the  purpose  of  caring  for  the  sit¬ 
uation  which  has  been  outlined  by  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  and  simi¬ 
lar  situations. 

When  the  House  of  Representatives 
acted  on  the  appropriation  bill  the  only 
information  it  had,  so  far  as  the  budget 
was  concerned,  was  that  the  sum  of 
$28,000,000  had  been  approved  last  fall. 
It  acted  upon  that  information  and 
under  those  circumstances,  and  allowed 
$28,000,000. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  in  a  moment.  On  the 
21st  of  May  the  Budget  Bureau  sent  to 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  a  sup¬ 
plemental  estimate  of  $12,000,000  de¬ 
signed  to  take  care  of  the  additional 
obligations  of  the  Government  under 
Public  Law  874;  which  was  acted  upon 
by  the  House  committee.  Therefore,  all 
we  are  doing  now  is  to  approve  the 
budget  figures. 

Mi’.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.'  MAYBANK.  Is  it  not  true  that 
the  additional  money  was  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  atomic-energy  installations  at 
Paducah,  Ky.,  on  the  Savannah  River 
in  South  Carolina,  and  at  other  places? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct;  and 
also  in  connection  with  an  installation 
in  North  Carolina.  It  could  be  used 
anywhere  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  understand  that; 
but  will  the  Senator  not  agree  with  me 
that,  if  we  materially  reduce  this  appro¬ 
priation,  restoring  it,  let  us  say,  to  the 
House  figure,  then  these  installations 
will  not  be  properly  cared  for?  Will  the 
Senator  say  that  I  am  wrong  about  that? 

Mr.. CHAVEZ.  No;  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  is  not  at  all  wrong.  I 
stated,  in  his  absence,  that  I  felt  sure 
many  thousands  of  acres  of  taxable  land 
had  been  or  would  be  taken. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  The  project  con¬ 
templates  the  taking  of  250,000  acres  of 
land  on  the  Savannah  River  in  South 
Carolina. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  really  did  not  know 
the  full  extent  of  the  area  taken,  but  I 
said  it  amounted  to  thousands  of  acres. 
The  philosophy  behind  the  enactment 
of  Public  Law  874  was  that  it  would  in 
a  way  compensate  for  the  loss  of  reve¬ 
nues  with  which  to  carry  on  govern¬ 
mental  functions  within  the  respective 
States. 
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Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question  at  that 
point? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  In  spite  of  the  fact 
that  we  now,  in  fiscal  1951,  have  an  in¬ 
creased  load  to  carry  for  these  federally 
affected  areas,  is  it  not  true  that  it  was 
found  possible  to  fill  but  68  percent  of 
the  entitlement  under  the  formula  which 
is  the  basis  of  our  present  operations? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Is  it  not  also  correct 
that,  with  this  increased  load,  unless 
additional  money  is  made  available,  we 
shall  be  unable  to  All  as  much  as  50  per¬ 
cent  of  the  entitlement  under  that 
formula? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  In  addition  to  the 
matters  which  have  already  been  men¬ 
tioned  in  the  areas  affected,  is  the  Sen¬ 
ator  familiar  with  Keesler  Field,  located 
in  the  heart  of  the  city  of  Biloxi,  Miss., 
where  more  than  40  percent  of  the  mu¬ 
nicipality  is  federally  owned  at  this 
time? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  am  not  only  familiar 
with  Keesler  Field,  in  the  Senator’s 
home  State,  but  I  am  familiar,  in  a  way, 
with  many  fields  in  the  State  of  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma.  In  my  home 
State  there  are  two  of  the  largest  atomic 
energy  activities  in  the  country.  What 
is  proposed  is  only  to  carry  out  the  au¬ 
thorization  which  was  provided  last  fall 
by  congressional  action,  that  where  local 
districts  are  suffering  from  the  impact 
of  Government  activities,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  should  participate  in  a  contribu¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  another  question? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  have  reference  to 
Public  Law  874,  based  on  House  bill  7940, 
which  was  approved  on  September  30, 
1950,  by  which  time  the  request  had 
already  been  made.  That  is  why  on  the 
21st  of  May  a  new  estimate  was  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions. 

We  are  either  going  to  comply  with 
the  law  or  we  are  not.  It  is  all  right 
to  say  “cut,”  but  why  should  the  State 
of  Georgia,  the  State  of  South  Carolina, 
the  State  of  New  Mexico,  or  any  other 
State  in  the  Union,  merely  because 
the  Federal  Government,  of  necessity, 
creates  a  Federal  activity,  be  burdened 
with  the  education  of  many  thousands 
of  children? 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Is  it  not  true  that 
the  greater  the  military  activity,  the 
greater  the  demands  on  the  local  com¬ 
munities? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  There  can  be  no  ques¬ 
tion  about  that.  In  the  first  place,  the 
Government  takes  away  taxable  land. 
The  Government  takes  over  acreage  in 
my  State.  It  has  been  taken  over  to  the 
extent  of  millions  of  acres.  Sixty-three 
percent  of  the  area  of  my  State  now 
belongs  to  the  Federal  Government,  and, 
of  course,  the  State  cannot  collect  taxes 
on  it.  In  the  State  of  Nevada  the  con¬ 
dition  is  even  worse  than  that. 


Mr.  McCARRAN.  In  Nevada  the 
Government  owns  87  percent. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Thirteen  percent  of 
the  area  of  the  State  of  Nevada  is  carry¬ 
ing  the  costs  of  the  State  government. 
It  was  to  meet  that  condition  that  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  874  was  passed.  The  figure  in 
the  bill  is  not  an  increase  by  the  Senate 
committee,  but  an  approval  of  the  budget 
figure. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
if  we  do  not  approve  this  figure,  the 
school  terms  will  have  to  be  cut? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  average  State 
school  district  cannot  stand  it. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Is  it  not  a  fact  that  if  the  increased 
amount  is  not  provided,  communities 
which  have  come  into  existence  since  the 
budget  was  made  up  will  not  be  treated 
as  are  other  places  in  the  United  States 
where  installations  were  made  prior  to 
that  time? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
In  other  words,  this  bill  equalizes  the 
conditions. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  They  are  equalized  by 
an  appropriation  based  on  an  authoriza¬ 
tion  by  the  Congress  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  the  law. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Douglas]  to  the  committee 
amendment. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  with 
reference  to  this  amendment,  last  year 
there  was  provided  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  an  appropriation,  with  trans¬ 
fers,  totaling  $28,285,000.  That  amount 
provided  for  68  percent  of  the  cost  for 
educational  purposes  accruing  because 
of  the  expansion  of  Federal  installa¬ 
tions.  In  other  words,  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  bore  68  percent  of  the  cost. 
This  year  the  regular  and  supplemental 
estimate  for  this  purpose  totaled  $40,- 
000,000.  That  amount  is  included  in  this 
bill,  which  means  that  it  is  recommended 
on  the  basis  of  the  estimates,  and  it 
enables  the  Federal  Government  to  pay 
97  percent  of  the  total  cost.  The  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  calls  for  an  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $31,000,000.  With  such  a  sum 
the  Federal  Government  would  provide 
75  percent  of  the  cost.  But,  even  with 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Illinois,  the  Federal  Government 
would  be  participating  to  the  extent  of 
7  percent  more  than  it  was  last  year, 
and  on  a  higher  level  than  obtained  last 
year. 

I  realize  the  problem  this  construction 
presents  in  many  parts  of  the  country. 
Unfortunately,  in  my  own  section  of 
New  England  we  have  not  been  favored 
by  the  administration  placing  any  great 
installations  there.  We  would  like  to 
have  some,  but  we  have  been  skipped  in 
the  distribution.  We  would  welcome 
such  installations  in  our  sections. 

I  believe,  Mr.  President,  since  last 
year  the  Federal  Government  provided 
a  total  of  $28,285,000,  or  68  percent  of 
the  funds,  that  if  we  provide  $31,000,000 


this  year,  or  75  percent  of  the  total,  and 
7  percent  more  than  last  year,  we  are 
doing  the  fair  thing.  Therefore  I  hope 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  will  be  agreed  to,  and  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas]  to 
the  committee  amendment.  On  this 
question  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
demanded. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered,  and 
the  Chief  Clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Benton],  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  and  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Smathers]  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Ful- 
eright]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Murray]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  on  official  business,  having  been  ap¬ 
pointed  a  representative  of  our  Govern¬ 
ment  to  attend  the  International  Labor 
Conference  being  held  in  Geneva, 
Switzerland. 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Fulbright]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with 
the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  KemL 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Murray]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  DirksenI. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Montana  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  would  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Case]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirk- 
sen]  who  is  absent  on  official  business 
Is  paired  with  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  [Mr.  Murray],  If  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Illinois  would 
vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Kem]  who  is  absent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright]  .  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  f»om  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Martin]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Mil- 
likin]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Cain],  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Schoeppel],  the  Senator  from  Maine 
[Mr.  Brewster]  ,  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Duff],  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  Flanders],  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Langer],  and 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Malone] 
are  detained  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Lodge]  is  necessarily  absent,  and  if  pres¬ 
ent,  he  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  25, 
nays  53,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 25 

Aiken  Bridges  Douglas 

Bennett  Butler,  Md.  Dworshak 

Bricker  Capehart  Ferguson 


No.  105 - 4 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  13 


6632 


Frear 

Mundt 

Taft 

Gillette 

Nixon 

Welker 

Hendrickson 

O’Conor 

Wherry 

Hickenlooper 

Saltonstall 

Williams 

Ives 

Smith,  Maine 

Jenner 

Smith,  N.  J. 

NAYS— 53 

Anderson 

Hunt 

Monroney 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Moody 

Carlson 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Morse 

Chavez 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Neely 

Clements 

Kefauver 

O'Mahoney 

Connally 

Kerr 

Pastore 

Cordon 

Kilgore 

Robertson 

Eastland 

Knowland 

Russell 

Ecton 

Lehman 

Smith,  N.  C. 

Ellender 

Long 

Sparkman 

George 

Magnuson 

Stennls 

Green 

Maybank 

Thye 

Hayden 

McCarran 

Tobey 

Hennings 

McCarthy 

Underwood 

Hill 

McClellan 

Watkins 

Hoey 

McFarland 

Wiley 

Holland 

McKellar 

Young 

Humphrey 

McMahon 

NOT  VOTING— 

18 

Benton 

DuS 

Malone 

Brewster 

Flanders 

Martin 

Byrd 

Fulbright 

Millikin 

Cain 

Kem 

Murray 

Case 

Langer 

Schoeppel 

Dirksen 

Lodge 

Smathers 

So  Mr.  Douglas'  amendment  to  the 
committee  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment  “6-7-51 — U,"  which 
I  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  41,  line  24, 
it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  the  period, 
insert  a  colon  and  the  following:  “Pro¬ 


vided  further,  That  no  part  of  any  ap¬ 
propriation  contained  in  this  act  shall 
be  used  for  the  payment  of  remunera¬ 
tion  for  annual  or  sick  leave  of  classified 
or  Wage  Board  employees  in  excess  of 
20  days  of  annual  leave  per  year  or  12 
days  of  sick  leave  per  year.” 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
think  the  facts  of  annual  and  sick  leave 
are  getting  to  be  fairly  well  known. 
Classified  and  wage  board  employees 
now  receive  26  working  days  of  annual 
leave  each  year,  and  15  days  of  sick  leave 
each  year.  This  26  days  of  annual  leave, 
I  emphasize,  is  not  on  the  basis  of  cal¬ 
endar  days,  but  on  the  basis  of  working 
days. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  may  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  that  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee  will  be  glad  to  accept 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico,  but  I  should  like  to 
finish  the  argument,  if  I  may. 

Since  the  Government  is  on  a  5-day 
week,  this  amounts  to  5V5  weeks  of  an¬ 
nual  leave  a  year/  and  the  15  days  of  sick 
leave,  on  the  basis  of  a  5-day  week, 
amount  to  3  weeks  a  year.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  workers  in  the  Foreign  Service 
receive  60  days  of  annual  leave  a  year, 
and  that  applies  to  home  duty  as  well 
as  to  foreign  duty. 

Mr.  President,  the  number  of  indus¬ 
trial  concerns  in  the  country  which 


make  such  liberal  provision  for  annual 
and  sick  leave  as  does  the  Government 
are  very  few  indeed. 

I  have  before  me  a  study  by  the  Na¬ 
tional  Industrial  Conference  Board,  just 
issued,  on  vacation  practices.  That 
shows  that  in  all  the  industries  surveyed 
the  maximum  vacation  leave  given  to 
any  employee  is  2  weeks  for  47.8  percent 
of  the  employees  and  3  weeks  for  42.9 
percent.  So  the  greatest  vacation  pe¬ 
riod  any  employee  can  get,  with  respect 
to  over  90  percent  of  the  employees 
working  in  all  the  industries  surveyed,  is 
3  weeks  or  less.  Only  7  percent  can  have 
as  much  as  a  maximum  of  4  weeks. 
Only  a  little  over  1  percent  can  have 
above  4  weeks.  The  rest  get  only  1  week. 
I  wish  to  emphasize  that  the  figures  I 
am  now  quoting  represent  the  maxi¬ 
mum. 

Private  plans  tend  to  be  graduated. 
The  Federal  plan  is  uniform,  for  all  em¬ 
ployees,  on  the  first  day  of  entrance  into 
the  system  as  well  as  at  the  conclusion 
of  40  years  of  service.  So  what  is  now 
being  done  is  to  provide  5%  weeks 
vacation  for  every  employee  in  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  service,  irrespective  of  how  long 
he  has  been  employed. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  insert  at  this  point  a  table  show¬ 
ing  the  results  of  the  survey  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Industrial  Conference  Board. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Maximum  paid  vacation  allowances  in  303  companies — by  industry 


Industry 


Total,  manufacturing  and  noamanufacturing: 

All  industries . 

Percent  of  total . " 


A.  Manufacturing: 

Total,. . 

Percent  of  total . 


Aircraft _ _ _ _ 

Automotive  and  farm  equipment _ 

Building  materials . . . . 

Chemicals _ _ _ _ 

Electrical  equipment . . [Til. 

Poods  and  beverages _ ’ 

Glass . . . 

Leather . ’’ 

Machinery  (except  electrical) . 

Metals  and  metal  products.. . 

Professional  scientific  instruments.. 

Paper.. . . . 

Petroleum . . . 

Printing  and  publishing . . 

Rubber.. . . . . 

Shipbuilding  and  railroad  equipment. 

Textiles . . . . . . . 

Miscellaneous . 


B.  Nonmanufacturing: 

Total _ 

Percent  of  total . 


Wholesale  and  retail  trade . 

Finance,  insurance,  and  real  estate. 

Transportation . . . 

Communication . 

Public  utilities . 

Services . . . . 


Hourly  employees  (number  of  companies) 


Total 


273 

100.0 


233 

100.0 


3 

12 

12 

11 

19 

19 

3 

4 

36 

37 

7 

17 

5 

8 

6 
3 

22 

9 


40 

100.0 


1  week 


9 

3.3 


9 

3.9 


2  weeks 


128 

46.9 


120 

61.6 


3  weeks 


2 

10 

10 

3 

7 

8 
3 
2 

20 

20 

3 

3 
2 

4 
1 
2 

14 

6 


8 

20.0 


122 

44.7 


96 

41.2 


1 

15 

15 

4 

M4 

1 

4 

5 
1 

4 

2 


26 

65.0 


Salaried  employees  (number  of  companies) 


1  24  days. 

*  In  1  company  2  weeks’  vacation  but  3  weeks’  pay. 
*22  days. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Pas- 
tore  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator 


*  In  1  company,  1  month;  in  1  company,  22  days. 
4  6  weeks. 


4  weeks 

Over 

4  weeks 

Total 

1  week 

2  weeks 

3  weeks 

4  weeks 

Over 

4  weeks 

12 

2 

301 

3 

144 

129 

21 

4 

4.4 

0.7 

100.0 

1.0 

47.8 

42.9 

7.0 

1.3 

8 

0 

235 

3 

134 

86 

11 

1 

3.4 

100.0 

1.3 

67.0 

36.6 

4.7 

.4 

3 

2 

1  (a) 

12 

9 

2 

1 

ii 

9 

2 

3 

a 

4 

4 

3 

O 
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from  Illinois  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  very  glad  to 
yield  for  a  question. 


Source:  National  Industrial  Conference  Board,  Paid  Vacation  Practices  (1951)  p.  6. 

Mr.  LONG.  Is  it  not  true  that  in 
practice  most  Federal  employees  never 
do  take  all  their  leave;  they  simply  ac¬ 
cumulate  it,  so  that  if  their  services  are 


1951  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


6633 


terminated  they  draw  terminal  leave  pay 
for  as  much  as  60  days.  Formerly  they 
were  able  to  draw  terminal  leave  pay  for 
90  days.  Many  of  them  seem  to  prefer 
to  accumulate  annual  leave,  so  that  they 
can  draw  additional  money  if  and  when 
their  Government  employment  is  ter¬ 
minated. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  As  a  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  the  Senator 
went  into  this  question  in  some  detail. 

The  present  leave  or  vacation  practice 
has  developed  by  accident.  The  other 
day  I  pointed  out  that  in  1898  Congress 
enacted  a  law  giving  civil  employees  30 
days  annual  leave.  I  think  there  is  no 
doubt  that  what  Congress  intended  was 
to  give  to  civil  employees  the  same 
amount  of  leave  which  men  in  the  mili¬ 
tary  service  received.  Men  in  the  mili¬ 
tary  service  received  then,  and  now  re¬ 
ceive,  30  calendar  days  of  leave  each 
year.  But  in  the  year  1900,  in  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  William  McKinley,  some¬ 
one  in  the  executive  office  interpreted 
the  1898  law  as  meaning  30  working  days. 
So  under  the  act  of  1898  annual  leave 
became  not  a  vacation  of  a  month,  but  a 
vacation  of  5  weeks  since  the  Govern¬ 
ment  was  on  a  6-day  week.  Then  mat¬ 
ters  went  on  until  1933.  In  the  economy 
bill  in  the  spring  of  1933,  annual  leave 
was  cut  back  to  15  days,  which  on  the 
basis  of  a  6-day  week,  amounted  to  21/2 
weeks’  leave. 

In  1936  conditions  were  a  bit  better. 
The  anxiety  to  balance  the  budget  may 
have  been  somewhat  less.  In  any  event. 
Congress  extended  annual  leave  to  26 
days.  I  think  there  is  no  doubt  as  to 
what  the  purpose  of  Congress  was  in 
1936.  The  Government  was  on  a  6-day 
week.  The  provision  of  26  days  annual 
leave  a  year  was  an  attempt  to  provide 
a  month’s  vacation  and  no  more,  because 
on  the  average  there  are  26  working  days 
in  a  month,  assuming  that  the  employee 
works  Saturdays.  No  doubt  the  purpose 
was  to  provide  a  month’s  vacation. 

However,  in  1945,  after  VJ-day,  the 
Government  went  on  a  5-day  week. 
But  the  leave  provisions  were  not 
changed,  so  the  26  days  annual  leave 
became  5VS  weeks,  and  the  15  days  sick 
leave  became  3  weeks  instead  of  2  y2. 

Mr.  President,  I  desire  to  see  justice 
done  to  Government  employees.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  in  the  lower  grades  we  are 
doing  very  well  for  Government  em¬ 
ployees,  although  we  are  not  paying 
those  in  the  upper  grades  the  full  mar¬ 
ket  value.  However,  we  give  them  se¬ 
curity.  Let  me  say  that,  in  view  of  the 
recent  increase  in  the  cost  of  living  I 
shall  be  very  glad  to  support  the  bill 
which  I  understand  the  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  Committee  is  about  to  re¬ 
port,  providing  for  a  salary  increase  of 
about  8  percent  to  offset  the  increase 
in  the  cost  of  living.  I  am  perfectly 
willing  to  do  that,  and  glad  to  do  it.  I 
think  we  should  do  it.  But  I  see  no  rea¬ 
son  to  give  these  extraordinary  privileges 
to  Government  employees. 

While  I  am  speaking  on  this  subject, 
I  should  like  to  point  out  that  the  postal 
workers  fare  very  badly  indeed  in  com¬ 
parison  with  other  workers.  They  are 
given  15  days  of  annual  leave  a  year,  and 


10  days  sick  leave.  This  means  that  in¬ 
stead  of  getting  5  Vs  weeks  annual  leave, 
they  get  3  weeks.  Instead  of  getting  3 
weeks  sick  leave,  they  get  two  weeks. 

Some  of  the  postal  employees  have  said 
that  what  we  should  do  is  to  raise  the 
postal  leave  to  26  days,  and  sick  leave 
to  15  days.  In  my  judgment,  we  should 
come  down  to  some  uniform  basis  which 
can  apply  to  all  classes,  and  not  discrim¬ 
inate  against  the  postal  service.  If  my 
present  amendment  is  adopted,  I  prom¬ 
ise  that  when  the  Post  Office  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  comes  before  the  Senate  I  will 
offer  an  amendment  to  raise  the  level 
of  annual  and  sick  leave  for  Post  Office 
employees  to  20  and  12  days,  respectively, 
as  provided  in  the  pending  amendment 
for  other  Government  employees. 

Let  us  consider  how  many  days  dur¬ 
ing  the  year  Government  employees 
really  work.  We  can  approach  this  ques¬ 
tion  by  considering  how  many  days  there 
are  in  which  they  do  not  work.  With 
52  weeks  during  the  year,  which  is,  I 
think,  a  correct  assumption,  and  6  days 
a  week,  there  is  a  maximum  of  313  days, 
with  52  days  taken  out  for  Sundays. 
But,  of  course,  Saturdays  are  also  holi¬ 
days.  That  brings  the  total  down  to 
261.  Then  there  are  26  leave  days  plus 
15  days’  sick  leave,  or  a  total  of  41  days, 
plus  8  holidays,  making  a  total  of  49. 
Then  when  visitors  of  note  come  to  this 
country  there  is  a  day  off  for  govern¬ 
mental  employees,  in  Washington  at 
least,  so  that  the  crowds  along  Consti¬ 
tution  Avenue  may  be  swelled. 

When,  every  4  years,  a  President  is 
inaugurated  from  1  to  2  days  are  taken 
off.  When  it  is  excessively  hot  in  the 
summertime,  Government  departments 
are  closed.  I  think  it  is  safe  to  say  that 
the  average  Government  employee  does 
not  work  more  than  from  209  to  212 
days. 

Even  on  the  basis  of  an  8-hour  day, 
that  comes  to  a  little  less  than  1,700 
hours  a  year.  It  seems  to  me  not  ex¬ 
cessive  to  ask  Government  employees 
to  perform  somewhere  between  1,900  and 
2,000  hours  of  work  every  year.  But  all 
my  amendment  would  require  is  that 
they  work  an  extra  48  hours  and  take 
18  hours  less  sick  leave. 

I  believe  that  this  is  a  chance  really 
to  save  money  and  to  put  the  Govern¬ 
ment  service  on  a  self-respecting  basis. 
I  have  made  some  computations  as  to 
the  savings  which  would  be  effected  by 
my  amendment. 

If  it  were  applied  to  all  branches  of 
the  Government,  it  would  save  not  far 
from  $250,000,000/  In  justice  we  should 
say  that  from  this  should  be  deducted 
the  increased  amounts  which  would  go 
to  postal  workei’s  if  we  were  to  increase 
their  leave  to  a  level  of  20  and  12  days 
respectively.  That  would  represent  an 
increased  cost  of  about  $50,000,000, 
which  we  should  offset  against  the  econ¬ 
omy  of  $250,000,000. 

As  I  see  it,  no  real  argument  can  be 
made,  against  the  amendment  except  the 
political  power  of  2,500,000  Govern¬ 
ment  employees.  In  November  1949, 
I  first  proposed  a  cut  in  annual  leave 
in  speeches  off  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 
I  first  offered  such  a  provision  as  a  rider 
to  a  deficiency  approprition  bill  on  the 


9th  of  March  1950.  It  was  rejected  by 
a  vote  of  57  to  14.  In  April  of  1950  I 
introduced  two  bills,  one  providing  for 
20  days  annual  and  12  days  sick  leave, 
and  the  other  for  leave  on  a  sliding 
scale,  depending  upon  length  of  service 
of  10,  15,  or  20  days,  respectively. 

I  tried  to  modify  the  general  appropri¬ 
ation  bill  on  July  20,  1950  by  a  similar 
proposal.  My  proposal  was  rejected  by 
a  voice  vote.  The  Senate  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  considered 
my  two  bills.  The  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  who  was  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  did  an 
extremely  good  job. 

I  wish  to  call  attention  to  what  the 
Government  departments  did  or  did  not 
do  in  this  connection.  On  the  8th  of 
May  1950  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
recommended  that  no  change  be  made 
until  a  thorough  study  could  be  made. 
On  July  17  the  Comptroller  General 
made  a  similar  recommendation.  On 
August  7,  1950,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
made  a  similar  recommendation.  The 
Postmaster  General  never  went  into  the 
question  of  a  thorough  study;  he  merely 
made  an  adverse  report  from  the  very 
beginning. 

Not  getting  much  cooperation  from 
governmental  agencies,  in  September 
1950  the  staff  of  the  subcommittee  began 
a  study,  asking  for  the  cooperation  of 
the  Civil  Service  Commission  and  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget.  I  have  seen  a 
copy  of  the  committee’s  staff  report,  and 
I  think  it  is  an  excellent  one.  It  recom¬ 
mends  reductions  in  annual  leave  al¬ 
though  a  sliding  scale  is  proposed.  I 
wish  to  compliment  the  staff  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  the  members  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  for  the  excellent  study  which  they 
have  produced.  I  hope  that  at  some 
time  during  the  course  of  the  debate  it 
may  be  made  a  part  of  the  Record. 

But  the  record  is  clear  that  the  gov¬ 
ernmental  administrative  agencies  are 
trying  to  sabotage  any  cut  in  leave. 
They  are  refusing  to  commit  themselves. 
They  hope  we  will  wear  ourselves  out 
and  that  the  issue  will  be  forgotten.  The 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  which  should  de¬ 
fend  the  interests  of  the  taxpayers  of 
the  country,  by  silence  tends  to  line  up 
with  it"  fellow  employees  in  the  execu¬ 
tive  departments. 

These  are  harsh  words,  but  I  think 
they  are  true  words.  The  point  is  that 
every  time  an  attempt  is  made  to  curtail 
the  privileges  of  persons  in  govern¬ 
mental  employ  the  ranks  close  around 
them.  Various  bureaus  rally  to  their 
defense.  I  have  no  intention  of  attack¬ 
ing  governmental  employees.  I  believe 
that  on  the  whole  they  are  a  fine  group. 
On  the  whole  they  are  hard  working  and 
excellent,  law-abiding  people.  However, 
through  accident  they  have  been  allowed 
to  obtain  privileges,  and  being  human, 
they  want  to  hold  on  to  them. 

M|\  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  question  is 
whether  or  not  the  amendment,  if  it  is 
adopted  as  a  part  of  the  pending  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  will  become  permanent 
legislation,  or  whether  it  will  apply  onlyj 
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to  the  appropriations  involved  in  the 
pending  bill. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  proposal  I  am 
making  would  apply  only  to  the  pend¬ 
ing  appropriation  bill.  However,  it  is 
my  intention  to  offer  similar  amend¬ 
ments  to  every  appropriation  bill.  I  am 
waiting  for  the  time  when  the  State  De¬ 
partment  appropriation  bill  comes  to  the 
Senate.  Members  of  the  Foreign  Serv¬ 
ice  on  duty  in  the  United  States  get  not 
5  weeks  but  12  weeks  vacation  each  year. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  further? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  When  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  offers  a  similar  amendment 
to  each  appropriation  bill  it  will,  of 
course,  apply  to  that  bill,  and  only  to 
that  bill.  Furthermore,  if  such  amend¬ 
ments  are  agreed  to,  the  provisions  will 
only  apply  to  the  new  fiscal  year.  Such 
provisions  will  not  be  in  effect,  of  course, 
in  succeeding  years,  unless  similar  pro¬ 
visions  are  inserted  in  each  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  each  year. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  correct.  I 
have  grown  tired  of  waiting  for  perma¬ 
nent  legislation  to  come  from  the  com¬ 
mittee.  I  have  been  waiting  for  the 
Government  to  take  a  stand  on  this 
issue.  I  would  like  to  begin  here  and 
now,  and  not  be  paid  off  with  promises 
upon  some  conjectural  future. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Does  the  Senator 
realize  that  in  the  Independent  Offices 
Appropriation  bill  there  is  contained  a 
provision,  inserted  by  the  committee, 
which  in  effect  would  compel  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  to  give  every  employee  an 
opportunity  to  take  the  full  26  days 
leave?  Therefore,  in  this  period  of 
emergency.  Congress  would  in  effect 
compel  every  employee  to  take  26  days 
leave,  no  matter  what  the  demands 
might  be  as  a  result  of  the  defense  ef¬ 
fort. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  may  say  that  it 
may  or  may  not  be  a  good  thing.  I  am 
not  addressing  my  amendment  to  the 
question  of  whether  a  Government  em¬ 
ployee  must  take  his  leave  in  a  given 
year.  I  am  addressing  my  amendment 
to  the  point  that  I  believe  the  present 
total  amount  of  leave  is  excessive, 
whether  it  be  taken  or  stored  up  for  the 
future,  and  that  we  should  reduce  it. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  If  we  permit  it  to 
be  stored  for  future  use  and  allow 
it  to  be  paid  off  in  terminal  leave,  we 
will  get  the  same  result,  will  we  not? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  No.  I  would  cut  the 
leave  from  26  days  to  20  days.  It  would 
be  a  saving  of  6  days  in  annual  leave. 
In  certain  cases  of  sick  leave  it  would 
be  3  days.  It  would  be  a  total  saving 
of  approximately  $250,000,000  on  all  ap¬ 
propriation  bills.  On  the  pending  bill 
it  would  effect  a  saving  of  more  tjian 
$5,000,000. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  misunderstood  my  purpose.  My 
point  is  that  if  his  amendment  were  not 
approved,  the  employees  would  be  able 
to  build  up  and  carry  over  what  he  con¬ 
siders  to  be  excessive  leave  barring  some 
other  limitation  on  its  accumulation. 


Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  for  turning  out  to  be  a 
friend  and  supporter  instead  of  a  side- 
swiper. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  Senator  from 
Michigan  has  been  a  supporter  of  all  cuts 
in  appropriations. 

Mr.  MOODY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MOODY.  Is  it  not  correct  to  say 
that  26  days  of  leave,  computed  on  a  5- 
day  week,  amounts  to  more  than  5  weeks? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  amounts  to  5  Vs 
weeks.  If  I  remember  correctly  my 
school-day  arithmetic,  26  divided  by  5 
is  5ys. 

Mr.  MOODY.  Mr.  President,  does  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  know  of  any  pri¬ 
vate  industry  which  grants  its  employees 
an  annual  vacation  of  1  month  with  pay? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  learn  from  a  recent 
study  by  the  National  Industrial  Con¬ 
ference  Board  that  in  all  the  industries 
which  they  surveyed,  only  1ft  percent  of 
salaried  employees  get  more  than  4  weeks 
vacation  with  pay,  and  those  are  prob¬ 
ably  for  executives  and  others  with  ex¬ 
tremely  long  periods  of  service. 

Mr.  MOODY.  We  are  talking  about 
5  weeks  in  the  pending  bill,  are  we  not? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes.  I  believe  we 
have  a  unique  situation.  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  any  industry  in  the  country  is  so 
liberal  as  is  our  Government.  I  admire 
a  liberal  government,  but  this  is  being 
excessively  liberal. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  wonder  whether  the 
Senator  knows  also  that  in  most  agencies 
15  days  of  sick  leave  can  be  taken  with¬ 
out  the  necessity  of  submitting  a  doc- 
tcr’s  certificate,  but  merely  upon  the 
person’s  word.  Therefore,  to  the  5  weeks 
of  leave  the  Senator  should  add  3  weeks 
of  sick  leave. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes.  In  justice  to 
Government  employees  it  should  how¬ 
ever  be  said  that  not  all  the  employees 
take  their  maximum  sick  leave.  Tire 
average  is  somewhere  between  8  and  9 
days. 

Mr.  TOBEY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  to  my  friend 
from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  TOBEY.  I  should  like  to  point 
out  to  my  distinguished  colleague  from 
Illinois  and  to  my  other  colleagues  that 
we  are  hearing  this  afternoon  a  coura¬ 
geous  address.  We  see  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Illinois  standing  up  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate,  facing  the  coun¬ 
try  as  a  whole,  and  speaking  coura¬ 
geously  on  an  issue  which  is  bound  to 
be  unpopular  with  a  large  segment  of 
our  people.  It  is  typical  of  the  coura¬ 
geous  approach  which  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  has  made  to  many  national  issues, 
and  I  commend  him  for  that  exercise 
of  courage.  However,  I  should  like  to 
point  out  to  him  perhaps  as  an  effective 
way  to  realize  his  object.  I  suggest  to 
him  that  when  the  Democratic  Party 
meets  in  Chicago  next  year  it  make  his 
point  a  plank  in  its  national  platform. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  thank  my  good 
friend  from  New  Hampshire  for  his  kind 


words,  which,  I  assure  him,  Ddo  not 
deserve.  I  believe  the  Democratic  con¬ 
vention  will  meet  after  the  Republican 
convention  has  met.  If  the  Republicans 
should  adopt  such  a  plank,  I  am  certain 
that  the  Democratic  Party  will  also  adopt 
a  similar  one. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ  and  Mr.  JOHNSTON  of 
South  Carolina  addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico  for  a  question. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  resire  only  to  ask 
a  question.  Inasmuch  as  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  is  trying  to  save  money  by 
his  amendment,  why  could  not  the  Senate 
practice  that  kind  of  economy  also,  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee  has  stated  he  would 
accept  the  Senator’s  amendment? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  there 
is  an  old  saying,  beware  of  the  Greeks 
bearing  gifts. 

I  have  been  in  this  body  long  enough 
to  beware  of  the  chairman  of  a  com¬ 
mittee  who  says  in  an  enticing  tone  of 
voice,  “Let  me  take  the  amendment  to 
conference,”  because  I  think  that  is  fre¬ 
quently  the  parliamentary  equivalent  of 
saying,  “Let  me  take  the  child  into  the 
Tower,  and  I  will  strangle  him  to  death.” 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  regret  to  peer 
rather  searchingly  at  the  eminent  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  Mexico  when  he  comes 
bearing  this  gift;  but  personally  I  wish 
to  have  a  yea-and-nay  vote  taken  on 
the  amendment.  I  think  this  would  help 
it  survive  the  conference  committee  if 
it  were  to  pass. 

I  now  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  of 
course,  there  are  Greeks  and  Greeks. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Let  me  say  that  the 
Greeks  as  a  nation  probably  had  the 
greatest  ability  of  all  the  nations  in  the 
world,  and  I  meant  no  reflection  on  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  by  implying 
that  his  gifts  as  a  chairman  might  be 
those  of  a  Greek.  I  merely  wished  to 
say  that  I  have  been  taught  by  sad  ex¬ 
perience  to  be  careful  when  a  person 
offers  a  gift  or  a  chairman  takes  an 
amendment  “to  conference.” 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  there 
are  some  Greeks  for  whom  I  have  a  great 
deal  of  respect.  Therefore,  I  consider 
the  Senator’s  remark  a  compliment  to 
me. 

However,  when  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  said  he  did  not  wish  to  injure  the 
Government  employees,  I  am  reminded 
of  a  man  in  my  home  State  who  was 
fishing  for  trout.  He  made  a  number  of 
casts,  and  finally  pulled  out  a  beautiful 
12-inch  trout.  He  said,  “What  a  beauti- 
fult  trout  this  is.  I  will  not  hurt  it.  It 
is  simply  beautiful.  I  will  not  harm  it 
at  all;  all  I  am  going  to  do  is  gut  it.” 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  takes  a  somewhat  similar  stand 
in  regard  to  the  effect  of  the  amendment 
he  has  submitted.  He  tells  us  that  he 
does  not  wish  to  harm  the  Government 
employees;  he  says  he  loves  them  and 
knows  they  are  fine.  However,  he  pro¬ 
poses  that  the  Senate  take  action  in  a 
way  which  would  be  most  harmful  to 
them. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  agreed  to  take 
the  amendment  to  conference,  and  I 
made  that  statement  in  all  sincerity. 
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When  I  make  such  an  agreement,  I  ex¬ 
pect  to  act  in  accordance  with  it  in 
exactly  the  same  way  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  would  act  under  similar  circum¬ 
stances.  When  I  am  instructed  by  this 
body  to  press  for  the  adoption  of  an 
amendment  in  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference,  I  follow  out  the  instructions  to 
the  very  best  of  my  ability  and  in  all 
sincerity. 

No  Senator  should  think  that  he  is  the 
only  honest  Member  of  this  body.  I 
have  the  utmost  confidence  in  the  in¬ 
tegrity  and  sincerity  of  purpose  of  every 
Member  of  the  Senate.  Regardless  of 
any  differences  of  opinion  which  we 
might  have  as  to  the  desirability  of  in¬ 
cluding  in  the  bill  any  particular  amend¬ 
ment,  far  be  it  from  me  ever  to  suggest 
that  any  Senator — on  either  side  of  the 
aisle — is  not  just  as  honest  as  I  am. 
Some  Senators  may  not  have  the  same 
opinion  of  the  amendment  that  I  do; 
in  fact,  I  am  opposed  to  the  amendment. 
Nevertheless,  I  understand  what  the  Sen¬ 
ate  wishes  to  have  done.  Certainly  as 
one  member  of  the  committee  of  confer¬ 
ence  I  will  not  attempt  to  thwart  the 
purpose  of  the  Senate. 

I  take  my  duty  as  a  Senator  very 
seriously.  When  I  became  a  Member 
of  this  body,  I  swore  to  support  and  de¬ 
fend  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  and  I  swore  that  I  took  that 
obligation  freely,  without  any  mental 
reservation  or  purpose  of  evasion.  I  be¬ 
lieve  in  constitutional  government  and 
I  believe  in  majority  rule.  The  Congress 
has  passed  some  laws  which  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  to  be  correct,  and  proper  ones,  but  I 
obey  those  laws  because  the  Congress  has 
passed  them. 

I  want  all  other  Senators  to  share  my 
feelings  in  regard  to  these  matters.  If 
we  do  not  have  faith  in  the  integrity 
of  each  other — faith  in  the  integrity  of 
all  Members  of  this  body — there  is  no 
use  in  our  proceeding  further.  I  thank 
the  good  Lord  that  I  have  faith  in  my 
fellow  citizens  and  in  my  colleagues  in 
this  body — even  my  fellow  Republicans. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Hear!  Hear! 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  think  they  are  just  as 
fine,  just  as  honest,  just  as  sincere,  just 
as  patriotic,  and  just  as  loyal  as  any 
Democrat. 

If  the  Senate  passes  this  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  this  afternoon,  whatever  the 
Senate  decides  in  that  connection  is  what 
I,  as  one  of  the  conferees,  will  endeavor 
to  carry  out  in  the  conference  commit¬ 
tee,  in  conjunction  with  the  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  House. 

Mr.  President,  Senators  speak  of 
achieving  economy,  but  I  point  out  that 
we  have  already  taken  5  days  in  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  this  bill.  It  costs  money 
for  the  Senate  to  be  in  session.  There¬ 
fore,  why  cannot  we  vote  now? 

j  accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  first  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  whether  the 
amendment  will  really  result  in  reducing 
the  leave  of  Government  employees  to 
20  days  of  annual  leave  and  12  days  of 
sick  leave. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Then  I  raise  a  point  of  order  against  the 


amendment.  I  thought  the  amendment 
was  only  a  restriction  on  the  appropria¬ 
tion  bill.  There  is  quite  a  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  two.  As  I  read  the  amend¬ 
ment,  it  would  not  change  the  present 
leave  of  Government  workers  from  26 
days  to  20  days,  but  still  would  allow 
them  to  have  26  days  of  annual  leave.  If 
I  am  mistaken  about  that,  I  raise  a  point 
of  order  against  the  amendment,  namely, 
that  it  is  legislation  on  an  appropriation 
bill,  in  that  it  would  change  the  amount 
of  annual  leave  of  Government  employ¬ 
ees  from  26  days  to  20  days. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  provides  that  no  funds  shall 
be  paid  for  annual  leave  in  excess  of  20 
days.  Government  workers  could  take 
additional  annual  leave  at  their  own  ex¬ 
pense,  if  they  wished  to  do  so.  The 
amendment  would  not  prevent  them 
from  doing  that,  but  would  merely  bar 
the  appropriation  and  expenditure  of 
public  funds  for  annual  leave  in  excess 
of  20  days.  Therefore,  I  submit  that  the 
amendment  constitutes  a  restriction,  and 
not  legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Therefore,  according  to  the  Senator’s 
statement,  the  amendment,  if  adopted, 
would  not  reduce  the  annual  leave  of 
Government  workers  from  26  days  to  20 
days.  I  wish  the  Senate  to  understand 
that,  in  the  first  place.  Even  if  the 
amendment  is  adopted,  the  annual  leave 
of  Government  workers  will  continue  to 
be  26  days;  the  amendment,  if  adopted, 
would  not  change  the  amount  of  their 
annual  leave,  but  would  merely  restrict 
the  amount  of  the  appropriation  which 
could  be  used  in  paying  for  the  annual 
leave  of  Government  workers.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  We  believe  that  if 
we  restrict  the  amount  of  money  which 
the  Government  can  pay  for  annual 
leave,  by  providing  that  these  funds  may 
not  be  used  to  pay  for  more  than  a  maxi¬ 
mum  of  20  days  of  annual  leave,  we  shall 
effect  these  savings;  and  we  have  a 
shrewd  surmise  that  probably  not  many 
Government  employees  will  voluntarily 
take  annual  leave  in  excess  of  20  days. 
However,  the  latter  is  strictly  con¬ 
jectural. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  let  us  consider  the 
amendment  a  little  further.  It  is  easy 
for  a  Senator  to  submit  an  amendment, 
and  often  it  is  easy  to  have  an  amend¬ 
ment  adopted  by  the  Senate.  I  believe 
in  listening  to  the  views  of  the  members 
of  the  committee  who  work  faithfully 
and  hard  on  the  bills  they  report  to  the 
Senate.  I  believe  that  my  colleagues  also 
believe  that  we  should  listen  carefully 
to  the  stated  views  of  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee  which  held  the  hear¬ 
ings  on  this  particular  bill. 

I  understand  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  to  argue,  in  favor  of  adoption  of 
the  amendment,  that  “Often  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  employees  get  an  additional 
day  of  leave  when  a  celebrity  comes  to 
Washington  from  another  country.” 
However,  Mr.  President,  I  point  out  that 
not  all  of  the  employees  of  the  Federal 
Government  live  in  Washington.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  only  about  one-tenth  of 
them  live  in  Washington. 


So  let  us  consider  the  facts  in  con¬ 
nection  with  this  matter. 

Let  me  also  point  out  that  if  the 
amendment  were  adopted  and  finally  be¬ 
came  a  part  of  the  bill  as  enacted,  a 
Federal  Government  employee  who  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  paid  from  this  appropria¬ 
tion  probably  would  take  20  days  of  an¬ 
nual  leave  in  the  coming  year,  and  would 
let  the  other  6  days  of  his  annual  leave 
accumulate  and  be  taken  in  a  subsequent 
year.  In  that  way  he  would  take  only 
20  days  in  the  year  which  would  be  af¬ 
fected  by  this  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina.  I 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  am  not 
an  attorney,  and  I  do  not  now  profess  to 
be  speaking  in  legal  terms,  but  it  seems 
to  me  that  if  there  is  a  statute  on  the 
books  which  provides  that  a  Federal  em¬ 
ployee  shall  receive  26  days  of  annual 
leave,  then  if,  in  an  appropriation  bill, 
we  restrict  the  actual  amount  to  be  paid 
for  the  period  of  annual  leave  merely  to 
compensation  for  20  days,  we  shall  still 
stand  morally  responsible  as  a  congres¬ 
sional  body  for  the  additional  6  days’ 
pay.  It  is  an  indebtedness  which  the 
Government  would  owe  the  employee. 
The  employee  may  not  receive  it  this 
year,  but  the  Government  will  be  owing 
the  employee  for  6  days  of  annual  leave, 
in  every  moral  sense,  under  the  statute. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
From  a  moral  standpoint,  I  grant  that 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  is  entirely 
correct.  That  is  one  of  my  reasons  for 
being  on  the  Senate  floor  today.  My 
committee,  which  was  criticized  a  few 
moments  ago,  has  been  working  on  this 
question. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  if  I 
may  make  the  point  of  order,  I  did  not 
criticize  the  committee. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina.  I 
beg  to  differ  with  the  Senator.  The 
Senator  criticized  the  committee. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  criticized  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  departments  for  not  cooperat¬ 
ing  fully  with  the  committee. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina.  I 
think  the  Senator  criticized  the  commit¬ 
tee  for  not  having  taken  action  on  the 
question  of  leave.  However,  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  says  he  did  not  intend  it  as  a  criti¬ 
cism  of  the  committee,  that  is  satisfac¬ 
tory  to  me.  But  I  am  saying  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  that  my  committee,  working  with 
the  chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Com¬ 
mission,  has  been  working  on  this  very 
subject  in  an  effort  to  make  provision 
which  we  could  consider  equitable  to  all 
Government  employees. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina.  I 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  IVES.  The  Senator  from  New 
York  would  like  to  inquire  whether  any 
Senator  has  a  bill  which  he  intends  to 
introduce  or  whether  a  bill  has  been  in¬ 
troduced  to  do  what  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  has  attempted  to  do  by  his 
amendment  to  the  appropriation  bill. 

Is  there  an  authorization  bill?  Is 
there  something  entirely  different  in 
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character?  Has  such  a  bill  been  intro¬ 
duced? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Such  a  bill  was  introduced.  It  is  Senate 
bill  832.  We  inferred  the  bill  to  the  var¬ 
ious  commissions  and  departments. 

Mr.  IVES.  Who  introduced  the  bill? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
At  the  moment,  I  merely  have  the  num¬ 
ber  of  the  bill.  It  is  Senate  bill  832. 

Mr.  IVES.  How  many  Senators 
joined  in  introducing  the  bill? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina.  I 
do  not  recall;  but  it  is  before  my  com¬ 
mittee.  My  committee  has  made  an  ex¬ 
tensive  study  of  the  question.  I  am  now 
able  to  tell  the  Senator  from  New  York 
that  the  bill  to  which  I  refer  was  intro¬ 
duced  by  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  LMr.  CaseI. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina.  I 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  it  not  true  that  the 
study  which  the  Senator’s  committee 
made  was  made  as  the  result  of  the  two 
bills  which  I  introduced  at  the  last  ses¬ 
sion? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
The  Senator’s  bills  started  it  off.  I  give 
him  all  the  credit. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  No ;  I  do  not  ask  for 
any  credit.  I  merely  want  to  have  the 
Record  straight,  that  is  all. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
But  it  should  be  remembered  that  the 
bill  this  year  was  a  new  bill.  When  it 
was  referred  to  our  committee,  follow¬ 
ing  the  usual  custom,  a  copy  of  the  bill 
was  referred  to  the  various  interested 
departments.  They,  in  turn,  have  writ¬ 
ten  to  us,  and  they  have  stated  that,  as 
the  result  of  their  study,  some  way  ought 
to  be  devised  which  would  make  it  pos¬ 
sible  for  a  new  employee  to  receive  dur¬ 
ing  his  first  year,  probably  not  so  much 
as  an  employee  who  has  been  working 
for  the  Government  for  a  period  of  10 
or  15  years.  I  think  Senators  will 
acknowledge  the  propriety  of  that.  But, 
by  this  amendment,  all  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  would  be  treated  alike. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  North  Da¬ 
kota. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  I  am  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Post  Of¬ 
fice  and  Civil  Service.  I  want  to  say 
that  everything  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Carolina  has  said  is 
true.  We  have  been  conducting  hear¬ 
ings  on  this  highly  complicated  subject. 
For  example,  in  Alaska,  the  situation  in 
regard  to  Federal  employees  is  entirely 
different  from  that  in  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  in  regard  to  the  matter  of  giving 
the  Federal  employees  more  time  and 
more  sick  leave. 

That  is  not  all.  There  are  various  oc¬ 
cupations  which  are  highly  dangerous. 
I  refer  particularly  to  mining,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  in  connection  with  which  peo¬ 
ple  work  for  the  Federal  Government  in 
certain  mines  under  conditions  which 
affect  adversely  their  health. 

So  the  question  is  a  very  complicated 
one.  It  is  very  easy  to  say  that  we  shall 


simply  cut  off  6  days,  but  it  is  a  very  dif¬ 
ficult  matter  to  make  a  proper  appli¬ 
cation  of  it. 

Furthermore,  there  is  involved  the 
problem  of  maternity,  the  problem  con¬ 
nected  with  the  birth  of  a  child  to  a 
woman  working  for  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  We  have  conducted  many  hear¬ 
ings  on  the  subject.  We  have  had  hear¬ 
ing  after  hearing. 

There  are  other  problems  connected 
with  abnormal  conditions.  There  are 
various  diseases  which  incapacitate  em¬ 
ployees  for  varying  lengths  of  time.  It 
might  be  said  that  a  woman  employed 
by  the  Government  should  have  only  a 
few  days  of  sick  leave,  when,  as  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  fact,  doctors  have  testified  that 
sickness  sometimes  incapacitates  em¬ 
ployees  for  long  periods  of  time. 

Again,  in  World  War  II,  tlie  sugges¬ 
tion  was  made  suddenly  that  Govern¬ 
ment  employees  work  Saturday  after¬ 
noons.  Later,  they  were  told  to  work 
part  time  on  Sunday,  and  they  did.  I 
submit  that  the  committee  which  now 
has  a  bill  before  it  should  have  the  right 
to  consider  carefully  all  the  various 
angles,  and  that  we  ought  not  to  adopt 
this  amendment  merely  because  to  do 
so  would -seem  to  be  the  popular  thing. 
I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  rejected. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
for  a  question. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Along  the  line  of  the 
argument  submitted  by  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Thye]  ,  in  which  he  spoke 
merely  of  a  moral  obligation,  is  it  not 
true  that,  until  the  Congress  itself 
changes  the  period  of  leave  from  26  days, 
as  it  is  now,  to  20  days,  or  to  whatever 
lesser  number  cf  days  it  desires,  there 
would  not  only  be  a  moral  obligation 
but  also  a  legal  obligation  imposed  upon 
the  Federal  Government  to  observe  the 
present  law?  Is  not  that  correct? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Speaking  without  having  looked  into  the 
matter  thoroughly  from  a  legal  stand¬ 
point,  I  would  say,  as  a  lawyer,  that  that 
is  correct. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Will  the  Senator  not 
also  agree  that,  even  if  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  were  adopt¬ 
ed,  any  Government  employee  could  file 
an  action  in  the  United  States  Court  of 
Claims,  through  which  he  could  possibly 
succeed  in  collecting  that  to  which  the 
law  says  he  is  entitled? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
In  my  opinion,  he  could  certainly  go  to 
the  United  States  Court  of  Claims.  It 
would  then  be  a  question  for  the  court 
to  determine. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  So  it  is  more  than  a 
moral  obligation,  although  that  should 
be  considered  as  the  important  control¬ 
ling  factor.  Nevertheless,  there  is  also 
a  legal  obligation. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  distinguished  junior  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  whether  he  made  a  point 
of  order  against  this  amendment?  I  did 
not  understand  that  he  did. 


Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  shall  make  a  point  of  order,  if  it  is 
proposed  to  reduce  the  employees’  leave 
from  26  days  to  20. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Has  the  Senator  made 
the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  have  not  made  it  as  yet. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina.  I 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  In  the  studies 
which  were  made,  was  any  testimony 
introduced  to  show  that  Government 
employees  work  as  few  as  209  to  212  days 
a  year,  as  was  stated  here  a  moment 
ago? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Something  of  the  kind  was  said. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Is  it  not  true  that 
many  Federal  workers  do  not  take  sick 
leave  and  that  they  take  pride  in  the  fact 
that  they  do  not  take  sick  leave? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina.  A 
good  many  of  them  do  not  take  sick 
leave ;  that  is  true. 

Mr.  ANDERSON,  Is  it  not  also  true 
that  the  eight  holidays  do  not  always 
fall  on  the  working  days  of  the  week,  but 
sometimes  fall  on  Sunday? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
That  is  true. 

Mr.  LONG.  Is  it  not  true  that,  if  a 
holiday  falls  on  a  Sunday,  the  employees 
get  an  additional  holiday? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
That  is  not  always  the  case. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  glad  the  Sen¬ 
ator  answered  as  he  did,  “not  always,’’ 
because  I  have  seen  some  Government 
employees — I  have  not  seen  all  of  them — 
but  I  have  seen  a  great  many  Govern¬ 
ment  employees  who  have  worked  day 
after  day,  regardless  of  whether  they 
were  entitled  to  holidays.  There  are 
employees  who  are  at  work  day  after  day, 
and  they  remain  at  work,  v/hether  it 
happens  to  be  a  5-day  week  or  a  6-day 
week.  I  know  employees  who  work  long 
hours.  I  do  not  deny  that  there  are 
some  who  sometimes  do  very  little,  but 
I  also  remember  that  I  never  left  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  even  though 
it  might  be  as  late  as  11  or  12  o’clock  at 
night,  when  there  was  not  a  light  burn¬ 
ing  in  some  other  person’s  office,  where 
he  was  working  far  into  the  night,  and 
working  without  extra  pay. 

I  do  not  believe  the  merits  are  all  on 
one  side,  as  has  been  suggested  here. 
There  are  employees  who  always  take 
advantage  of  an  opportunity,  but  I  want 
to  suggest  that  there  are  a  great  many 
Government  employees  who  do  not  take 
their  sick  leave,  and  who  take  pride  in 
the  fact  that  they  do  not  take  sick  leave — 
and  there  are  dozens  of  them,  hundreds 
of  them,  even  thousands  of  them,  work¬ 
ing  here  in  Washington. 

As  to  a  day  being  taken  off  when 
there  is  a  parade  down  the  streets  of 
Washington,  I  do  not  believe  there  is  an 
employee  in  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Agency,  working  in  a  State  such 
as  that  of  the  distinguished  minority 
leader,  who  takes  the  day  off  because 
there  is  a  parade  in  Washington.  I  do 
not  believe  the  delivery  of  mail  is  stopped 
in  Keokuk,  Kankakee,  or  Chicago,  be¬ 
cause  there  is  a  parade  in  Washington. 
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I  think  we  are  being  a  little  unjust  to  the 
Federal  employees. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina.  I 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  CORDON.  If  the  Senator  will 
check  the  language  of  the  amendment 
he  will  notice  that  it  is  clearly  a  limita¬ 
tion  upon  the  use  of  funds  in  this  bill, 
and  as  such  it  does  not  and  cannot  affect 
the  legal  right  of  a  Government  em¬ 
ployee  to  26  days  of  annual  leave  and 
15  days  of  sick  leave,  if  necessary.  If  the 
philosophy  of  the  amendment  is  that  be¬ 
cause  of  the  emergency  we  should  en¬ 
deavor  to  induce  employees  not  to  take 
their  full  statutory  sick  leave  or  annual 
leave,  it  might  be  justified.  But  it  would 
not  be  justified  on  the  ground  of  econ¬ 
omy,  because  it  simply  puts  off  the  evil 
day  when  the  Government  will  be  re¬ 
quired  to  pay  for  the  accumulated  leave. 
It  will  be  paid  when  the  individual  takes 
it,  at  a  later  time,  or  when  the  individual 
is  separated  from  the  service  of  the 
Government,  in  which  case  it  becomes 
terminal  leave. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
The  Senator  is  correct.  It  simply  post¬ 
pones  the  time  of  payment.  It  does  not 
prevent  the  taking  of  26  days  annual 
leave  or  15  days  sick  leave.  It  does  not 
change  the  number  of  days  of  leave  for 
the  employees,  but  simply  puts  off  to  an¬ 
other  year  the  payment  of  it. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina.  I 
yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  The  committee,  in  con¬ 
sidering  this  question,  also  had  another 
problem,  namely,  the  case  of  an  em¬ 
ployee  who  had  worked  for  the  Govern¬ 
ment  15,  20,  25,  or  30  years.  The  com¬ 
mittee  felt  that  those  who  had  worked 
longer  should  have  more  sick  leave  and 
vacation  than  the  ones  who  had  worked 
only  a  year  or  3  or  4  or  5  years. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
One  of  the  things  we  found  in  our  in¬ 
vestigation  was  that  as  people  grow  older 
they  need  a  little  more  leave.  When 
a  man  takes  a  position  at  the  age  of  21, 
he  may  not  need  much  annual  leave. 
After  10  years  of  service,  he  would  prob¬ 
ably  need  more  leave  than  he  needed 
after  5  years  of  service.  I  should  like  to 
see  a  saving  of  approximately  $200,000,- 
000  effected  to  the  taxpayers  of  the 
United  States,  but  the  amendment  now 
offered  will  not  save  one  cent,  in  the 
long  run. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Does  the  commit¬ 
tee  expect  to  finish  its  study  of  the 
problem  and  bring  some  proposal  to  the 
Senate  for  action  in  the  near  future? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina, 
We  have  received  letters  from  the  Com¬ 
mission.  I  can  read  to  the  Senator  a 
letter  dated  June  11.  But  we  wanted  to 
wait  to  get  reports  from  whatever  de¬ 
partment  would  be  affected,  just  as  is 
done  by  any  other  committee.  Let  me 
read  the  letter  we  received  on  the  11th 
day  of  June. 


Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Will  the  Senator 
please  state  when  he  addressed  his  in¬ 
quiry  to  the  Civil  Service  Commission? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
On  February  9,  1951. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  When  did  he  re¬ 
ceive  the  letter  from  the  Civil  Service 
Commission? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
On  June  11. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  In  other  words,  they 
waited  4  months,  and  only  after  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  filed  his  amend¬ 
ment  did  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
take  a  stand  on  the  question. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  do  not  know  whether  it  was  because 
of  what  the  Senator  from  Illinois  did,  or 
whether  the  Commission  waited  until  it 
had  finished  its  investigation  so  it  could 
make  a  proper  report  to  us. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  It  was  my  purpose 
to  try  to  ascertain  when  we  might  prop¬ 
erly  deal  with  the  problem.  I  think  the 
position  taken  by  some  Senators  is  cor¬ 
rect,  that  this  particular  amendment 
simply  limits  the  amount  of  pay  out  of 
the  appropriation  in  the  pending  bill.  I 
think  employees  will  probably  still  be 
entitled  to  the  extra  6  days  leave  when 
they  want  to  take  it.  It  is  my  opinion 
that  it  will  accumulate.  This  is  a  prob¬ 
lem  which  should  be  dealt  with  as  early 
as  we  can  deal  with  it,  and  when  it  is 
properly  dealt  with,  considerable  sav¬ 
ings  will  be  effected.  I  believe  the  pres¬ 
ent  law  to  be  unfair;  there  are  inequities 
in  it,  and  advantages  are  afforded  which 
are  not  deserved. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  agree  with  the  Senator;  but  we  must 
remember  that  there  are  leaves  of  vari¬ 
ous  kinds  in  various  places,  and  dealing 
with  the  question  by  one  amendment  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  is  not  so  simple  a 
problem  as  some  people  think. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  agree  with  what 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  has  just  said. 
Many  Senators  believe  that  26  days  of 
annual  leave  in  every  case  is  too  much, 
and  that  15  days  of  sick  leave  in  every 
case  is  too  much,  but  for  a  long  term 
of  service  it  may  be  that  extra  sick  leave 
and  extra  annual  leave  might  be  desir¬ 
able.  I  hope  the  Senator  will  report 
some  measure  to  the  Senate  so  that  we 
can  take  action. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  yield. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  have  a  question 
which  relates  to  the  matter  of  saving 
under  this  amendment.  I  should  like  to 
have  the  Senator  from  Illinois  give  his 
attention  to  the  question  also.  As  I  un¬ 
derstood  the  Senator’s  statement,  he  ex¬ 
pected  the  amendment  would  save  ap¬ 
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proximately  $5,000,000  in  this  particular 
bill. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  And  in  subsequent 
appropriation  bills  a  total  of  $250,000,- 
000  would  be  saved. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  This  is  my  question: 
By  reducing  the  amount  of  money  paid 
for  leave,  without  changing  the  gross 
total  of  a  particular  department,  do  we 
not  release  that  gross  fund  for  the  de¬ 
partment  to  spend  for  other  purposes, 
so  that,  in  effect,  we  save  nothing? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  We  make  it  possible 
for  the  department  to  operate  with  a 
smaller  number  of  employees. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  further? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  very  anxious 
to  effect  savings  but  I  believe  I  am  cor¬ 
rect  in  m'y  feeling  that  simply  paying 
for  20  days  instead  of  for  26  days,  with 
the  other  6  days  accumulating  as  an  ob¬ 
ligation  against  the  Government,  which 
will  eventually  have  to  be  paid  for  until 
and  unless  the  basic  law  is  changed,  is 
not  a  sound  proposition.  The  only  way 
we  can  actually  effect  a  saving  is  to  get 
a  bill  reported  from  the  committee  as 
early  as  possible  and  deal  with  it  on  the 
floor. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  think  it  would  be 
an  expense  to  the  Government  if  we  ap¬ 
propriated  additional  money  to  provide 
for  those  6  days,  but  by  a  continued  re¬ 
fusal  to  appropriate  we  could  prevent 
the  amount  from  being  paid. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina.  I 
yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  There  have  been 
too  many  cases  decided  in  the  Court  of 
Claims  to  leave  us  in  any  doubt  that  the 
statement  of  the  Senator  is  as  fallacious 
as  it  can  be.  Claims  have  been  paid  to 
the  Ute  Indians  in  connection  with  a 
matter  which  arose  in  1850.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett]  was  cor¬ 
rect  in  his  statement  a  minute  ago.  The 
amendment  does  not  save  $5,000,000  or 
5,000,000  cents.  It  simply  postpones 
payment  until  a  later  date. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  IVES.  It  seems  to  the  Senator 
from  New  York  that  ultimately  the  only 
possible  saving  that  could  be  made  would 
result  from  the  fact  that  the  amount 
which  might  be  owed  would  be  paid  in 
currency.  The  currency  may  have  de¬ 
preciated  under  its  present  value. 
Heaven  forbid  that  that  shall  ever  hap¬ 
pen,  and  heaven  forbid  that  that  is  the 
process  by  which  we  effect  savings. 

Mr.  WELKER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina.  I 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Idaho. 

Mr.  WELKER.  I  should  like  to  advise 
the  Senator  from  South  Carolina  that  I 
appreciate  the  effort  he  has  expended, 
and  I  should  like  to  join  the  Senator  from 
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Minnesota  and  the  other  Senators  who 
have  expressed  themselves  to  the  effect 
that  we  shall  never  be  in  favor  of  doing 
something  through  the  back  door  that 
we  do  not  have  the  courage  to  do  through 
the  front  door.  I  feel  that  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  is  correct,  and  I 
shall  support  him. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina.  I 
thank  the  Senator. 

I  think  the  Senate  understands  that 
the  pending  amendment  would  save 
nothing,  but  would  only  postpone  to  an¬ 
other  year  what  we  are  legally  obligated 
to  do  this  year,  unless  we  enact  legisla¬ 
tion  to  take  care  of  the  matter. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  an  observation? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina.  I 
yield. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  wish  to  say  that  I 
am  deeply  impressed  with  what  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  and  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  have  said  about 
governmental  obligations.  I  think  every 
Member  of  the  Senate  who  has  been 
Governor  of  a  State  can  speak  from  ex¬ 
perience  that  that  is  the  fact.  Time  and 
time  again,  when  the  Legislature  of  the 
State  of  New  York  failed  to  make  appro¬ 
priation  to  cover  the  costs  of  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  a  statute  which  was 
passed  in  that  State,  the  State  immedi¬ 
ately  became  liable  to  claims,  which  were 
always  met.  So  until  the  statute  can  be 
changed  I  do  not  believe  that  there  can 
possibly  be  any  savings  by  the  adoption 
of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Mr. 
President,  I  desire  to  associate  myself 
with  the  remarks  of  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  [Mr.  Johnston]. 

CONTROL  AND  CURE  OP  CANCER- 
LETTER  FROM  CHARLES  W.  TOBEY,  JR. 

Mr.  TOBEY.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  has  under  consideration  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill  which  provides  an 
appropriation  for  research  into  various 
diseases  which  affect  the  human  body, 
and  I  have  a  particular  interest  in  such 
legislation,  because  two  members  of  my 
family  are  afflicted  with  subtle  and  ter¬ 
rible  diseases,  which  have  been  the 
source  of  sorrow  and  anxiety  to  me  and 
still  are. 

This  morning  I  received  a  letter  from 
my  son,  who  bears  my  name  and  is  a 
practicing  lawyer  in  Concord,  N.  H. 
Some  3  or  4  years  age  he  came  down 
with  an  attack  of  illness  which  was  diag¬ 
nosed  as  cancer,  a  virulent  form,  and 
gave  those  of  us  to  whom  he  is  precious 
tremendous  apprehension  and  anxiety. 
We  sought  the  best  medical  advice  ob¬ 
tainable,  but  not  much  hope  was  given. 
However,  he  learned  of  a  treatment  given 
by  a  doctor  in  Medford,  Mass.  Follow¬ 
ing  these  treatments,  now  of  about  3 
years’  duration,  he  has  been  so  impressed 
with  the  results  which  have  accrued  in 
his  case,  results  which  have  allowed  him 
to  continue  to  carry  on  his  law  business, 
to  be  extremely  active  in  forwarding  my 
campaign  for  election  in  1950,  and  to  live 
a  normal  life,  that  he  feels  he  has  an  ob¬ 
ligation  and  a  responsibility  to  release 
that  testimony  of  the  benefits  which  have 
accrued  to  him  and  to  several  others 
whose  cases  have  come  to  his  attention 


and  which  he  has  observed  since  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  their  treatment.  He  has  been 
so  moved  by  his  feeling  of  interest  in  his 
fellow  men  who  may  be  suffering  from  the 
threats  and  ravages  of  cancer,  he  felt  it 
was  his  duty  to  write  to  me  and  ask  me 
to  insert  his  letter  in  the  body  of  the 
Record,  which  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  do  at  this  point. 

This  is  done  in  the  hope  that  some 
other  unfortunates  may  find  improve¬ 
ment  and  betterment  in  line  with  what 
has  come  to  him  and  the  other  cases 
which  he  mentioned  in  his  letter.  There¬ 
fore,  I  ask,  Mr.  President,  that  this  let¬ 
ter  be  inserted  in  the  body  of  the  Record 
at  this  point  in  the  further  hope  that  it 
may  come  to  the  attention  of  some  of 
the  great  institutions  of  the  country 
whose  officers  may  want  to  inquire  into 
it  for  their  own  research  work. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record 
as  follows: 

Concord,  N.  H.,  June  12, 1951. 
The  Honorable  Charles  W.  Tobey, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Dad:  I  am  writing  this  letter  to  you 
in  the  hope  that  what  is  written  here  will 
give  incentive  to  cancer  research  institutes 
and  clinics  to  investigate  and  evaluate  a 
research  program  which  has  apparently 
demonstrated  its  ability  to  arrest  and  dissi¬ 
pate  cancerous  growth. 

Through  treatment  in  our  own  family  you 
have  become  acquainted  with  the  research 
program  of  Dr.  Robert  E.  Lincoln,  of  Med¬ 
ford,  Mass.  It  was  about  3  years  ago  that 
I  became  his  first  cancer  patient.  You  will 
recall  that  following  long  medical  treatment 
and  a  period  of  hospitalization,  you  were 
advised  by  our  family  physicians  that  I  had 
been  stricken  with  an  incurable  and  rapidly 
growing  cancer.  That  was  the  year  before  I 
commenced  treatment  with  Dr.  Lincoln. 
The  diagnosis  of  retriculum  cell  lympho¬ 
sarcoma  was  confirmed  at  Tufts  Medical 
School  and  reaffirmed  at  Columbia  Uni¬ 
versity  College  of  Physicians  and  Surgeons. 
I  cannot  say,  of  course,  that  Dr.  Lincoln’s 
treatments  are  totally  responsible  for  my 
present  state  of  good  health,  but  having  re¬ 
ceived  reports  of  improvements  of  other 
cancer  victims  who  had  been  under  Dr. 
Lincoln’s  care,  I  am  deeply  convinced  that 
here  is  a  medical  discovery  that  should  be 
investigated  at  once  for  the  possible  bene¬ 
fit  of  many  thousands  of  homes  in  America 
that  have  been  stricken  and  that  will  be 
stricken  each  month  of  each  year  to  come. 

Following  his  discharge  from  service  in 
World  War  I,  Dr.  Lincoln  obtained  his  doc¬ 
torate  of  medicine  in  1926  and  became  en¬ 
gaged  in  a  coordinated  plan  of  the  general 
practice  of  medicine  together  with  a  col¬ 
lateral  research  program.  He  devised  an 
original  type  of  mechanical  heart  pump  and 
did  basic  research  work  in  supersonic  energy 
as  he  applied  it  to  the  field  of  medicine. 
This  latter  research  work  was  done  under 
the  immediate  direction  of  Prof.  George  W. 
Pierce  at  the  Laboratory  of  Applied  Physics, 
Harvard  University,  Cambridge. 

For  the  past  25  years  he  has  practiced 
general  medicine  in  Medford,  Mass.,  where 
at  the  same  time,  he  has  conducted  his  re¬ 
search  program.  He  has  made  a  study  of 
viral  infection  throughout  this  period. 
About  5  years  ago  he  succeeded  in  isolat¬ 
ing  from  patients  during  certain  stages  of 
epidemic  infections,  certain  viruses  from 
which  bacteriophages  were  made.  The  re¬ 
sults  which,  over  the  past  5  years,  have  been 
constantly  observed  in  patients  having 
various  acute  and  chronic  diseases,  would 
strongly  indicate  that  Dr.  Lincoln  has  been 
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successful  in  isolating  the  basic  viruses  and 
their  specific  cellular  elements  that  are  the 
cause  of  these  infectious  epidemic  diseases. 

In  order  to  carefully  evaluate  each  patient 
as  they  take  their  treatments  every  other 
day,  the  doctor  has  limited  his  research  pro¬ 
gram  to  an  average  of  20  to  30  patients 
daily.  From  time  to  time,  during  the  past 
3  years,  I  have  seen  and  talked  with  a  great 
many  of  these  people  and  have  seen  their 
hospital  and  clinic  reports  of  their  diag¬ 
noses  and  treatments  prior  to  coming  to  Dr. 
Lincoln’s  clinic.  The  results  in  these  cases, 
most  of  whom  had  been  regarded  as  hope¬ 
less  by  hospitals  and  medical  Institutions, 
have  almost  invariably  demonstrated  a 
steady  improvement. 

Last  October  I  received  an  urgent  phone 
call  from  a  total  stranger.  He  had  learned  of 
Dr.  Lincoln  and  of  the  fact  that  I  had 
been  treated  by  him.  This  man  had  a  se¬ 
rious  cancer  problem  in  his  family  in  which 
a  recurrence  was  taking  place.  At  the  time 
he  called  me  X-rays  showed  that  certain 
tissues  were  being  eaten  away.  I  advised 
him  to  visit  Dr.  Lincoln  at  once  with  his  wife. 
X-rays  which  were  taken  at  regular  intervals 
as  the  treatments  went  on  showed  that  as 
early  as  40  days  after  commencement  of 
treatments,  the  malignant  process  was  not 
only  arrested  but  that  a  replacement  of  nor¬ 
mal  tissue  was  taking  place.  He  had  been 
advised  by  both  Boston  and  New  York  spe¬ 
cialists  that  his  wife’s  case  was  incurable 
and  that  she  would  probably  not  live  longer 
than  a  period  of  6  months.  She  advised  me, 
following  1  week  of  treatment,  that  most  of 
her  pain  had  disappeared.  This  „  patient 
has  now  outlived  her  estimated  duration  of 
life  by  several  months. 

I  have  before  me  a  letter  written  a  few 
days  ago  by  a  mother  who  had  a  complete 
breast  amputation  in  August  of  1949,  due 
to  the  presence  of  a  malignant  growth.  Fol¬ 
lowing  a  periodic  X-ray  check-up  in  Feb¬ 
ruary  of  1951,  her  family  physician  advised 
her  that  he  had  received  a  disturbing  report 
from  the  X-ray  specialist.  Further  X-ray 
pictures  which  were  taken  at  a  prominent 
Boston  hospital  confirmed  this  report.  Sub¬ 
sequently,  tissue  removed  for  biopsy  exam¬ 
ination  confirmed  the  diagnosis  of  cancer. 
X-ray  pictures  showed  malignant  invasion  of 
one  of  her  lungs. 

She  was  first  treated  by  Dr.  Lincoln  last 
March.  Within  the  past  week  Inquiry  has 
revealed  the  following.  An  X-ray  taken  6 
weeks  after  the  start  of  treatment  was  com¬ 
pared  with  her  previous  pictures.  The  X-ray 
specialist  expressed  surprise  at  the  result 
which  showed  that  the  malignant  spots  had 
been  checked.  Her  general  physical  condi¬ 
tion  was  markedly  improved. 

The  last  case  that  I  will  mention  is  that 
of  another  woman.  Following  a  patholo¬ 
gist’s  biopsy  examination,  a  diagnosis  of  car¬ 
cinoma  of  the  so-called  sigmoid  portion  of 
the  lower  bowel  or  colon  was  made.  The 
cancer  had  spread  to  the  neighboring  or¬ 
gans,  so  much  so  that  a  complete  hyster¬ 
ectomy  was  done.  A  colostomy,  or  false 
opening  of  the  intestine  through  the  ab¬ 
dominal  wall  was  also  performed.  '  This  oc¬ 
curred  in  May  of  1950. 

Seven  months  later  severe  pain  again  re¬ 
turned  and  examination  showed  that  her 
cancer  had  recurred.  Her  husband  was  told 
that  it  would  be  useless  to  operate  again  and 
was  advised  to  bring  her  home. 

There  was  such  a  rapid  deterioration  of 
her  general  condition  that  four  months  later 
she  was  unable  to  support  herself  in  an 
erect  sitting  position  in  bed.  There  was 
constant  nausea.  At  this  point  her  husband 
describes  her  condition  as  follows: 

“She  was  vomiting  about  four  to  five  time* 
daily,  and  was  being  given  regular  hypo* 
dermio  injections  of  drugs  to  relieve  her 
pain.  Her  weight  had  fallen  from  155 
pounds  on  February  1,  1951,  to  112  pound* 
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on  May  18,  when  she  commenced  treatments 
with  Dr.  Lincoln,  a  total  loss  of  43  pounds. 
The  morning  following  the  first  treatment, 
she  showed  her  first  real  desire  for  food  in 
several  months.  She  kept  this  food  down  and 
has  continued  to  do  so  up  to  the  present 
time”  (June  1). 

I  understand  from  the  doctor  that  this 
patient  has  shown  steady  progress  to  a  point 
where  she  now  equally  divides  her  time  be¬ 
tween  bed  rest  and  being  up  and  about.  She 
is  now  practically  free  from  pain.  A  con- 
tinous  and  severe  burning  sensation  through¬ 
out  the  entire  abdomen,  which  was  due  to  a 
chronic  colitis  of  long  standing,  has  disap¬ 
peared.  The  rapid  loss  of  weight  was  not 
only  stopped,  but  there  has  been  a  slight 
gaing  of  weight  since  the  starting  of 
treatment. 

As  you  know,  the  evaluation  of  the  com¬ 
ponent  parts  of  Dr.  Lincoln’s  therapy,  to¬ 
gether  with  his  clinical  results,  have  been 
largely  corroborated  by  a  number  of  other 
investigators  working  independently.  Each 
one  has  attested  to  the  therapeutic  utility 
and  individual  efficiency  of  Dr.  Lincoln’s 
antibiotic  agents. 

As  you  can  most  easily  understand,  in 
view  of  the  invasion  of  our  own  home  by 
cancer,  I  am  particularly  anxious  to  do  all 
that  I  can  to  make  this  particular  treat¬ 
ment  available  to  as  many  people  as  possible 
in  the  shortest  period  of  time.  The  medica¬ 
tions  used  in  this  research  work  will-not  be 
available  for  widespread  distribution  until 
its  manufacture  has  been  placed  on  a  com¬ 
mercial  level.  The  present  facilities  are 
such  that  this  treatment  can  be  available 
only  for  a  limited  amount  of  organized  re¬ 
search  work  at  the  present  time. 

I  have  in  mind  that  the  four  cancer  cases 
that  I  have  cited  are  by  no  means  con¬ 
clusive  proof  of  the  efficacy  of  Dr.  Lincoln’s 
therapies  as  comprising  the  total  answer  to 
the  problem  of  malignancy.  However,  I 
have  seen  enough  evidence  of  a  decidedly 
positive  nature,  as  gaged  both  by  the 
doctor’s  own  interpretations  of  his  results, 
those  of  the  corroborating  investigators,  to¬ 
gether  with  the  obvious  and  visible  improve¬ 
ments  that  I  myself  have  witnessed,  to  make 
me  feel  that  every  effort  should  be  made  to 
encourage  further  investigation. 

Dr.  Lincoln’s  successful  isolation  of  these 
viral  bodies  and  their  means  of  propagation 
has  opened  the  door  to  an  entirely  new  and 
wide  field  of  medical  research.  The  results 
that  he  and  his  colleagues  are  obtaining 
in  the  treatment  of  victims  of  acute  and 
chronic  disease  call  for  a  rapidly  increased 
expansion  of  clinical  research  along  the 
same  lines  that  have  already  been  activated. 

It  is  for  these  reasons  that  I  am  writing 
this  letter  to  you,  with  the  request  that  you 
place  the  contents  hereof  in  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  in  order  that  various  medical 
research  groups  may  have  this  matter  called 
to  their  attention,  so  that  the  people,  as 
well  as  the  medical  research  world,  may  be 
encouraged  to  look  further  into  this  new 
viral  field  of  medical  science. 

In  closing  this  letter,  I  would  like  to  men¬ 
tion  tliat  Dr.  Lincoln  has  made  an  irrevoca¬ 
ble  assignment  of  his  discoveries  and  thera¬ 
peutic  agents  to  the  Lincoln  Foundation,  a 
nonprofit  organization  dedicated  solely  to 
the  furtherance  of  medical  research.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  no  monetary  profit  will  ever  accrue 
to  any  individual  or  group.  He  has  dedi¬ 
cated  his  life  to  this  work  and  has  so  as¬ 
signed  these  antibiotics  as  to  insure  con¬ 
tinued  and  increased  medical  research  to  the 
end  that  the  people  may  be  the  perpetual 
beneficiaries  of  these  discoveries. 

You  and  I,  as  father  and  son,  have  worked 
together  over  the  years  on  a  great  many 
mattei's  that  we  have  felt  have  been  of  vital 
concern  to  the  country  and  the  people.  Hav¬ 
ing  lived  the  subject  matter  of  this  letter 


over  the  past  few  years,  I  am  glad  to  be 
able  to  come  to  you  and  to  have  your  help 
and  cooperation  in  this  new  work. 

With  my  best  to  you  always. 

Sincerely, 

Charles  W.  Tobey,  Jr. 

LABOR-FEDERAL  SECURITY 
APPROPRIATIONS,  1952 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  3709)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Labor, 
the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and  related 
independent  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas!. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  I  believe  I 
should  say  one  or  two  words  about  the 
amendment.  I  had  the  pleasure  of  serv¬ 
ing  with  the  distinguished  and  able  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  John¬ 
ston]  on  the  Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  last  year,  and  having 
looked  into  this  matter  considerably,  I 
am  of  the  opinion  that  there  is  really  no 
basis  upon  which  we  can  justify  the 
large  amount  of  leave  that  the  Federal 
employees  are  receiving.  I  know  that 
employees  of  the  Post  Office  Department 
and  their  union  officials  came  to  me  and 
urged  that  the  Post  Office  employees 
should  have  more  leave.  When  we 
looked  into  their  need  for  leave  we  found 
that  they  could  not  make  a  particularly 
strong  case,  except  that  they  could  say 
that  the  civil-service  employees  were  re¬ 
ceiving  so  much  leave,  and  therefore  that 
they  should  receive  the  same  amount. 

But  after  studying  the  question  fur¬ 
ther  it  was  my  conclusion,  as  a  member 
of  the  committee — and  I  believe  I  was 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  deal¬ 
ing  with  the  subject  at  that  time — that 
it  is  rather  unfair  to  ask  the  average 
American  worker  to  pay  taxes  and  re¬ 
ceive  very  little  leave  himself,  in  order 
to  pay  the  expense  of  someone  else  re¬ 
ceiving  an  enormous  amount  of  leave 
that  could  not  be  justified.  That,  to  me, 
seems  to  be  unfair  to  those  who  are  pay¬ 
ing  for  these  conditions  for  Federal 
employees. 

The  point  was  made,  and  very  cor¬ 
rectly  so,  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson!  that 
he  knows  of  many  Federal  employees 
who  do  not  take  that  leave.  That  is  en¬ 
tirely  true,  and  it  goes  further  to  demon¬ 
strate,  to  my  mind  at  least,  that  they  re¬ 
ceive  too  much  leave,  so  that  they  really 
have  little  need  for  all  the  leave  they 
accumulate. 

If  I  might  cite  an  example  fairly  close 
to  me;  my  own  administrative  assistant 
worked  for  a  Federal  agency  for  some 
time.  After  5  years  he  would  have  been 
entitled  to  draw  up  to  124  days’  leave. 
During  those  5  years  he  drew  about  40 
days’  leave.  It  happened  that  he  was 
very  busy  at  his  job,  and  could  not  find 
time  to  take  the  leave.  He  was  in  a  re¬ 
sponsible,  position,  and  in  order  to  do  his 
work  as  it  should  be  done  he  could  not 
find  time  to  take  all  the  leave  granted 
under  Federal  law. 


It  has  been  pointed  out  that  the  leave 
runs  somewhere  around  40  percent  of 
the  the  days  of  the  year.  Many  employ¬ 
ees  find  that  they  do  not  particularly 
care  to  take  that  much  leave,  but  they 
do  rather  like  to  accumulate  it,  so  in  the 
event  their  services  are  terminated  they 
would  be  entitled  to  draw  additional  pay 
for  the  days  of  leave  to  which  they  were 
entitled,  but  of  which  they  did  not  take 
advantage. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG.  I  yield  after  I  say  that  I 
had  in  mind  that  the  days  of  leave  in¬ 
clude  Saturdays  and  Sundays,  sick  leave, 
annual  leave,  and'  holidays,  which  run 
approximately  153  days. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  question  that. 

Mr.  LONG.  Well,  104  days  represent 
Saturdays  and  Sundays.  That  figure  is 
not  difficult  to  arrived  at.  Fifteen  days 
for  sick  leave,  26  days  for  annual  leave, 
and  8  holidays. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Can  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  pick  out  a  year  in  which 
eight  holidays  come  on  working  days? 
He  stated  a  moment  ago  that  employees 
took  leave  regardless,  but  the  very  case 
of  the  Senator’s  administrative  assist¬ 
ant  proves  that  employees  do  not  do  so. 
That  only  shows  that  the  Senator  ought 
to  know  more  Government  employees. 
I  am  sure  if  he  knew  more  Government 
employees  he  would  find  that  many  hun¬ 
dreds  and  hundreds  of  them  do  the  very 
same  thing  the  Senator’s  administrative 
assistant  did. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  have  the  very  highest 
admiration  for  Government  employees, 
and  always  will  have.  The  point  I  wish 
to  make,  however,  is  that  here  is  a  case 
of  Government  employees  receiving  far 
more  leave  than  they  feel  they  should 
take.  Here  is  a  case  of  a  Government 
employee  receiving  three  times  more 
time  off  at  the  Federal  Government’s  ex¬ 
pense  than  he  feels  he  can  find  time  to 
take,  believing  he  is  responsible  for  get¬ 
ting  a  certain  job  done.  The  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  himself  pointed  out 
examples  of  leaving  his  office  and  find¬ 
ing  employees  who  were  entitled  to  leave, 
still  working  at  their  jobs.  That  is  not  a 
case  of  doing  work  that  they  are  required 
to  do.  It  is  a  case  of  their  volunteering 
to  do  over  and  above  the  amount  of  work 
they  are  required  to  do. 

I  know  that  Senators  are  sometimes 
inconvenienced  because  of  the  fact  that 
there  are  many  holidays  on  which  Gov¬ 
ernment  employees  do  not  work.  Some¬ 
times  when  we  are  trying  to  do  work 
for  our  constituents  we  are  not  able  to 
accomplish  it  because  we  cannot  do  busi¬ 
ness  with  Government  offices  since  there 
are  no  employees  in  those  offices,  espe¬ 
cially  on  Saturdays. 

The  argument  was  made  to  me  that 
employees  must  have  additional  time, 
more  than  the  post  office  employees  get, 
in  order  to  go  home  to  vote.  Actually, 
my  experience  has  been  that  there  are 
very  few  employees  who  must  go  home 
to  vote.  Most  of  them  who  could  do 
so  do  not.  There  are  much  better  ab¬ 
sentee-voter  laws  for  the  benefit  of  per¬ 
sons  who  wish  to  vote  but  who  are  not 
in  their  States  at  the  time  of  the  elec- 
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tion  than  there  were,  at  the  time  the  leave 
situation  was  created. 

It  has  also  been  urged  that  originally 
the  justification  for  so  much  leave  was 
based  upon  the  idea  that  most  Federal 
employees  were  in  Washington,  and  that 
they  required  about  3  days’  travel  time 
to  get  home  and  3  days’  travel  time  to 
get  back  to  Washington.  That  situation 
no  longer  prevails  in  the  main,  because 
most  Federal  employees  are  no  longer 
situated  in  Washington.  In  the  second 
place,  methods  of  communication  and 
transportation  being  what  they  are,  and 
transportation  having  become  so  much 
more  rapid  since  the  leave  situation  was 
created,  there  is  no  longer  a  requirement 
of  3  or  4  days’  travel  time  to  go  home 
and  several  additional  days  to  come  back 
to  Washington.  Therefore,  I  believe 
that  sooner  or  later  the  public  is  going 
to  wonder  why  we  do  not  reduce  the 
amount  of  leave. 

I  hope  I  shall  not  be  misunderstood 
on  the  question  of  the  amount  of  leave 
which  I  think  is  available  to  Federal 
employees.  I  understand  that  there  are 
26  days  annual  leave,  and  usually  about 
8  holidays.  The  junior  Senator  from 
Louisiana  was  under  the  impression  that 
with  respect  to  most  holidays,  if  the 
holiday  falls  on  a  Saturday  or  Sunday, 
the  succeeding  day  is  a  day  of  vacation, 
to  allow  for  that  fact. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  feel  that 
some  action  should  be  taken  by  the  Con¬ 
gress.  If  we  are  to  take  action,  what 
form  should  that  action  take?  So  far 
as  I  can  see,  the  only  action  which  has 
been  taken  affecting  leave  while  the 
junior  Senator  from  Louisiana  has  been 
in  Congress  has  been  action  taken  on 
appropriation  bills.  I  consider  that 
rather  unfortunate.  Having  served  as  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service,  I  believe  that  that  is 
the  proper  committee  to  consider  such 
legislation;  yet  the  committee  never  got 
around  to  it  while  the  junior  Senator 
from  Louisiana  was  a  member  of  the 
committee,  and  has  not  gotten  around 
to  it  un  to  this  time. 

It  is  my  impression  that  if  we  put 
the  Congress  on  record  that  we  do  not 
believe  there  should  be  26  days  annual 
leave,  by  voting  for  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  senior  Senator  from  Illin¬ 
ois,  with  all  the  defects  which  might 
be  pointed  out  in  that  amendment,  at 
least  a  start  will  have  been  made  and 
I  believe  that  we  shall  be  able  to  devise 
a  method  to  surmount  the  legal  defects, 
and  finally  obtain  a  reduction  of  the  ex¬ 
cessive  leave,  such  as  we  probably  should 
have. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  If  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  stands  as 
it  is,  there  seems  to  be  grave  doubt  that 
it  will  save  any  money.  The  reason  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  says  that  is  that 
the  following  provision  is  inserted  in 
the  independent  offices  bill; 

Sec.  601.  No  part  of  the  funds  of,  or  avail¬ 
able  for  expenditure  by  any  corporation  or 
agency  included  in  this  or  any  other  act, 
includ'ng  the  government  of  the  District  of 
Colvr- shall  be  available  to  pay  for 
annual  leave  accumulated  by  any  civilian 


officer  or  employee  during  the  calendar  year 
1951  and  unused  at  the  close  of  business  on 
June  30,  1952:  Provided,  That  this  section 
shall  not  apply  to  officers  and  employees 
whose  post  of  duty  is  outside  the  continental 
United  States:  And  provided  further,  That 
this  section  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to 
the  payment  of  compensation  for  accumu¬ 
lated  annual  leave  in  the  case  of  officers  or 
employees  who  leave  their  civilian  positions 
for  the  purpose  of  entering  upon  active  mili¬ 
tary  or  naval  service  in  the  Armed  Forces 
of  the  United  State^ 

Mr.  LONG.  Will  the  Senator  inform 
me  whether  the  measure  to  which  he  is 
referring  is  already  on  the  statute  books 
of  the  Nation,  or  whether  it  is  merely 
language  in  a  bill  which  the  House  has 
passed? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  House  passed 
it  in  the  independent  offices  appropria¬ 
tion  bill. 

Mr.  LONG.  That  is  not  the  law.  It 
will  have  to  come  before  the  Senate, 
and  be  considered  in  conference. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  correct;  but 
without  that  sort  of  provision  in  the 
pending  bill,  limiting  it  to  this  year,  and 
limiting  the  amount  that  may  be  paid, 
I  do  not  see  how  we  are  going  to  save 
any  money. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  agree  with  the  Senator 
that  from  a  legislative  point  of  view  the 
amendment  might  be  more  in  line  with 
what  I  should  like  to  see,  actually  to  ac¬ 
complish  the  result  we  are  seeking. 

However,  if  the  senior  Senator  from 
Illinois  had  phrased  his  amendment  as 
he  would  probably  have  liked  to  phrase 
it,  a  point  of  order  would  have  been  made 
against  his  amendment,  and  he  would 
have  been  in  the  position  of  being  re¬ 
quired  to  move  to  suspend  the  rule.  He 
would  have  been  subjected  to  a  further 
delay  of  1  day  in  order  to  give  notice  of 
a  motion  to  suspend  the  rule.  There¬ 
fore  he  would  not  have  been  able  to  get 
a  vote  on  his  amendment.  It  would  have 
been  sidetracked,  and  we  would  not  have 
had  any  action. 

I  believe  that  the  senior  Senator  from 
Illinois  acted  quite  wisely  under  the  cir¬ 
cumstances.  Certainy  he  knows  that  if 
he  is  able  to  obtain  approval  for  this 
amendment,  sooner  or  later  he  will  be 
able  to  accomplish  what  he  is  trying  to 
do.  If  this  amendment  will  not  actually 
save  money,  he  will  be  able  to  get  more 
effective  language  in  a  future  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  and  have  the  rule  suspended, 
so  as  to  result  in  a  saving  of  $125,000,000, 
which  the  senior  Senator  from  Illinois 
seeks  to  save.  That,  I  believe,  would  be 
a  proper  economy. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  KERR.  As  I  understand  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana,  he  tells  us  that  if 
this  amendment  is  enacted  it  will  not 
save  any  money,  but  that  it  will  be  per¬ 
suasive  as  an  expression  of  sentiment  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate  with  reference  to 
the  desirability  of  legislation  similar  to 
this,  which  would  save  money. 

Mr.  LONG.  The  junior  Senator  from 
Louisiana  understands  this  amendment 
to  say  that  funds  appropriated  for  the 
agencies  with  which  we  are  dealing  here 
cannot  be  spent  to  pay  for  annual  leave 
in  excess  of  20  days  a  year.  The  money 
would  simply  not  be  spent  in  that  fash¬ 


ion.  The  argument  is  made  that  that 
provision,  standing  alone,  would  mean 
that  possibly  the  employees  might  at  a 
later  date  come  back  and  receive  pay  for 
annual  leave  in  addition  to  that  which 
they  might  have  actually  earned.  If 
that  argument  is  correct,  then  it  is  true 
that  this  amendment  would  not  accom¬ 
plish  what  it  seeks  to  accomplish.  How¬ 
ever,  as  a  practical  matter,  I  point  out 
that  if  this  amendment  carries  by  a  sub¬ 
stantial  vote,  even  with  all  the  defects 
anyone  might  point  out  in  it,  the  proba¬ 
bilities  are  that  in  connection  with  the 
next  appropriation  bill  we  shall  succeed 
in  suspending  the  rule  and  placing  a 
rider  in  that  bill  which  will  accomplish 
exactly  what  the  senior  Senator  from 
Illinois  seeks  to  accomplish. 

As  a  practical  matter,  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  is  of  the  opinion 
that  if  we  defeat  this  amendment  we 
shall  go  along  for  another  2  or  3  years, 
still  paying  for  26  days  annual  leave, 
and  that  if  we  adopt  this  amendment, 
the  probabilities  are  that  we  shall  suc¬ 
ceed  during  this  session — probably  in  the 
near  future — in  so  correcting  the  leave 
situation  that  the  leave  will  be  more  in 
line  with  what  it  probably  should  be. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  another  question? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG.  I  yield  first  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  KERR.  What  is  the  opinion  of 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  as  to  wheth¬ 
er  or  not  this  amendment,  if  adopted, 
would  be  effective  in  saving  any  money? 

Mr.  LONG.  The  junior  Senator 
from  Louisiana  feels  certain  that  for 
this  year  it  would  prevent  that  money 
from  being  paid  out.  That  is  exactly 
what  it  says  it  would  do. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  LONG.  The  junior  Senator  from 
Louisiana  is  also  strongly  of  the  opinion 
that  if  this  amendment  is  adopted  par¬ 
ticularly  if  it  is  adopted  by  a  large  vote — 
the  Senate  will  act  on  this  subject  again 
within  a  month;  and  possibly  even  be¬ 
fore  the  pending  appropriation  bill  be¬ 
comes  law  we  may  enact  legislation,  in 
connection  with  some  other  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  sufficient  to  see  to  it  that  any 
defect  which  the  Senator  now  points 
out  in  this  amendment  is  cured  from  a 
legal  point  of  view. 

Mr.  KERR.  Does  not  the  Senator 
think  that  if  at  this  time  there  is  a  legal 
liability  on  the  part  of  the  Government 
to  pay  this  money  to  the  employee,  and 
if  the  total  effect  of  this  amendment 
would  be  merely  to  provide  that  the 
money  should  not  be  paid  out  of  cur¬ 
rent  appropriations,  the  inevitable  re¬ 
sult  would  be  that  the  employees  would 
have  a  valid  claim  against  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  thereby  the  Government 
would  be  in  the  position  of  owing  the 
money  and  declining  to  pay  it,  which 
would  create  confusion  rather  than  ac¬ 
complish  the  result  which  the  Senator 
has  in  mind,  with  which  I  am  thorough¬ 
ly  in  accord? 

Mr.  LONG.  The  Senator  from  Lou¬ 
isiana  is  strongly  of  the  opinion  that  if 
the  amendment  is  adopted,  the  result 
will  be  that  during  this  session  Con- 
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gress  will  express  its  will  to  reduce  the 
amount  of  annual  leave.  If  the  amend¬ 
ment  does  not  carry,  the  probabilities 
are  that  we  will  get  no  action  on  the 
subject. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  a 
little  earlier,  I  read  from  a  section  of  the 
independent  offices  bill,  but  I  neglected 
to  make  special  mention  of  a  particular 
provision  in  that  section.  I  invite  the 
attention  of  the  Senate  to  the  provision, 
section  601,  in  the  independent  offices 
bill,  and  to  the  following  words  in  that 
section: 

No  part  of  the  funds  of,  or  available  for 
expenditure  by  any  corporation  or  agency 
included  in  this  or  any  other  act — • 

That  language  makes  it  general  legis¬ 
lation.  The  use  of  the  words  “or  any 
other  act”  makes  the  provision  general 
in  application.  It  even  includes  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia,  which  confirms  that  it 
is  general  legislation. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  In  reply  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Michigan,  I  would  say  that 
what  he  has  stated  confirms  the  posi¬ 
tion  I  am  taking.  The  amendment 
would  prohibit  money  being  expended 
in  this  year  for  leave  in  excess  of  20  days. 
The  provision  to  which  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  invites  attention  indicates  that 
such  leave  cannot  be  stored  up  for  the 
future. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Therefore  there 
would  be  no  future  liability  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  The  Senator  from  Michigan 
has  confirmed  my  argument. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  correct,  as¬ 
suming  the  provision  in  the  independent 
offices  bill  is  ultimately  enacted. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  as 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  which  is 
about  to  report  the  independent  offices 
bill  I  should  like  to  say  that  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  legislation.  There  was  incor¬ 
porated  in  the  independent  offices  bill 
the  provision  to  which  reference  has 
been  made  because  of  the  confusion  we 
had  last  year  in  connection  with  the 
so-called  Rent  Control  Board. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  On  the  question  of 
accumulated  leave,  we  found  that  in  that 
agency  there  was  a  great  amount  of 
accumulated  leave  which  was  imposing 
future  liability  upon  the  Government  not 
in  harmony  with  current  operations. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  am  in  favor  of 
evening  up  the  leave  between  the  Post 
Office  employees  and  employees  of  the 
other  agencies.  However,  we  have  pro¬ 
vision  for  such  legislation  in  the  bill 
which  will  be  considered  by  the  Senate 
tomorrow  or  the  next  day,  which  will 
take  care  of  the  situation.  As  I  under¬ 
stand  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Long],  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas],  and  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  Johnston],  we  are  con¬ 
cerned  not  with  a  matter  of  legislation, 
but  a  matter  of  court  decision,  and 
therefore,  we  cannot  save  any  money. 

Mr.  LONG.  It  has  been  argued  that 
there  is  an  obligation  on  the  part  of 
the  Government  to  pay. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  So  far  as  the  in¬ 
dependent  offices  appropriation  bill  is 
concerned,  I  should  like  to  ask  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan  whether  such  a  pro¬ 
vision  would  be  legislation. 


Mr.  FERGUSON.  A  point  of  order 
could  not  be  raised  against  it,  because  it 
is  contained  in  the  House  bill  as  it  came 
to  the  Senate. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  But  the  Senator  is 
referring  to  the  independent  offices  bill. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  should  like  to 
make  a  suggestion.  I  wish  to  reduce 
expenditures.  I  believe  in  this  time  of 
crisis  and  emergency  it  is  not  unreason¬ 
able  to  ask  Federal  employees  to  take 
only  20  days’  leave  with  pay.  I  do  not 
believe  that  to  be  unreasonable  at  all. 
However,  I  should  like  to  accomplish  it 
without  simply  limiting  their  pay  and 
still  retaining  a  continuing  obligation  to 
pay  later.  Inasmuch  as  the  only  way  to 
correct  the  situation  is  by  legislation,  I 
should  like  to  suggest  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  be  withdrawn,  and  that  a  proper 
amendment,  in  the  form  of  legislation, 
be  made  to  apply  to  all  appropriation 
bills  for  1952.  Ey  suspending  the  rules 
of  the  Senate  we  could  have  such  a  pro¬ 
vision  apply  to  every  appropriation  bill. 
That  is  the  right  way  to  do  it. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  may 
I  ask  whether  the  Senator  from  Arkan¬ 
sas  voted  for  the  amendment  to  the  inde¬ 
pendent  offices  bill. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  The  bill  will  be  re¬ 
ported  tomorrow. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Yes.  I  suggest 
that  we  suspend  the  rules  in  order  to 
legislate  on  the  question.  In  the  in¬ 
terim  I  hope  the  Committee  on  Post 
Offices  and  Civil  Service  will  go  into 
the  question  and  report  new  basic  leg¬ 
islation. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina.  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  junior  Senator  from 
Louisiana  a  question.  He  was  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  which  dealt 
with  questions  of  this  kind.  He  is  famil¬ 
iar  with  them.  If  we  were  to  adopt  the 
amendment,  making  the  limitation  and 
cutting  down  the  leave  to  20  days,  the 
effect  would  be  to  throw  a  block  in  the 
wTay  of  the  legislation  on  which  we  are 
now  working.  I  should  like  to  read  a 
letter  which  I  received  from  the  Civil 
Service  Commission. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  that  the  letter 
which  was  written  4  months  after  the 
Commission  was  requested  for  the  infor¬ 
mation? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina.  I 
wish  to  read  it  into  the  Record,  so  that 
Senators  will  be  familiar  with  the  facts. 
It  says: 

United  States  Civil  Service 

Commission, 

Washington,  D.  C.,  June  11,  1951. 
Hon.  Olin  D.  Johnston, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service,  United  States  Senate, 
Room  134,  Senate  Office  Building. 

Dear  Senator  Johnston:  This  is  in 
further  reply  to  your  letter  of  February  9, 
1951,  requesting  the  Commission’s  views  con¬ 
cerning  S.  832,  a  bill  to  reduce  the  annual 
leave  of  Federal  officers  and  employees  to 
15  days  during  the  continuance  of  the  exist¬ 
ing  national  emergency,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  Commission  opposes  the  enactment  of 
6.  832.  As  you  know,  the  facts  developed 
by  the  joint  study  recently  made  for  your 
Committee  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and 
the  Commission  show  that  the  savings  to 
the  Government  as  a  result  of  a  graduated 


system  similar  to  that  discussed  by  your 
staff  would  be  greater  than  those  resulting 
from  a  flat  cut  to  15  or  20  days  for  all  em¬ 
ployees.  Such  a  plan  is  now  in  use  in  a 
number  of  industrial  concerns.  While  the 
Commission  is  not  making  a  recommenda¬ 
tion  at  this  time  to  reduce  the  leave  of  Fed¬ 
eral  employees,  it  is  believed  that  any  change 
in  the  leave  system  should  contemplate  a 
graduated  scale  whereby  the  amount  of 
annual  leave  granted  employees  would  be 
related  directly  to  the  employee’s  length  of 
service.  In  the  Commission’s  opinion,  a 
graduated  system  would  also  be  more  equi¬ 
table  to  career  employees. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  informed 
the  Commission  that  it  has  no  objections  to 
the  submission  of  this  report. 

By  direction  of  the  Commission: 

Sincerely  yours, 

James  M.  Mitchell, 

Commissioner. 

If  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  goes 
along  with  the  amendment  he  will  be 
throwing  a  block  in  our  way.  We  will 
be  unable  to  do  anything  with  regard  to 
it,  and  we  need  not  expect  the  Commis¬ 
sion  to  do  anything  either. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  May  I  ask  the  Sena¬ 
tor  if  he  would  be  willing  to  offer  an 
amendment  providing  for  a  graduated 
scale?  If  so,  I  would  be  willing  to  accept 
it. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
In  reply  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois  I 
should  like  to  say  that  we  have  a  great 
many  lawyers  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  Nevertheless  we  have  a  staff  work¬ 
ing  on  the  amendment.  It  is  working 
out  the  details.  It  is  not  possible  to 
bring  up  a  suggested  amendment  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  and  do  justice  to  the 
employees  of  the  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  I  fully  un¬ 
derstand  the  observations  made  by  Sen¬ 
ators  on  the  floor.  I  would  point  out, 
however,  that  I  am  firmly  of  the  opin¬ 
ion  that  if  we  are  ever  to  succeed  in  re¬ 
ducing  the  amount  of  leave,  we  shall 
have  to  do  it  by  way  of  an  amendment 
to  an  appropriation  bill.  Otherwise, 
with  the  opposition  which  would  come 
from  various  Government  agencies,  the 
complications  which  would  be  brought 
about  by  the  opposition  raised  on  the 
part  of  many  organizations,  as  well  as 
the  pressure  upon  individual  Senators, 
with  no  similar  counterpressure  from 
the  taxpayers,  who  would  have  to  pay 
the  money  involved,  in  the  long  run  our 
efforts  would  probably  go  for  naught. 
Therefore,  I  hope  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  will  be  adopted. 

'  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois,  on 
page  41,  in  line  24  . 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered,  and 
the  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  announce 
that  the  Senators  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Benton  and  Mr.  McMahon],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Texas  [Mr.  Connally]  ,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Frear],  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Gillette],  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver], 
the  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
O’Conor],  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers],  and  the  Senator  from  North 
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Carolina  TMr.  Smith]  are  absent  on  offi¬ 
cial  business. 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Ful- 
bright]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Murray]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate 
on  official  business,  having  been  appoint¬ 
ed  a  representative  of  our  Government 
to  attend  the  International  Labor  Con¬ 
ference  being  held  in  Geneva,  Switzer¬ 
land.  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Montana  would  vote  “nay.” 

I  announce  further  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Benton],  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  [Mr.  Frear],  the  Senator  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Gillette],  and  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Smith]  would  vote 
“yea.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
[Mr.  Case]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirk- 
sen]  is  absent  on  official  business.  If 
present,  he  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Kem],  who  is  absent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate,  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Lodge],  who  is  nec¬ 
essarily  absent.  If  present  and  voting, 
the  Senator  from  Missouri  would  vote 
“yea”  and  the  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Martin]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Mil- 
likin]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bricker], 
the  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Cain],  the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Capehart],  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Duff],  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  Flanders],  the  Senator 
from  Nevada  [Mr.  Malone],  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Schoeppel],  and  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Tobey]  are  detained  on  official  business. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  35, 
nays  36,  as  follows: 


YEAS— 35 


Aiken 

Hendrickson 

Mundt 

Bennett 

Hennings 

Nixon 

Brewster 

Hickenlooper 

Robertson 

Bridges 

Hill 

Saltonstall 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Hoey 

Smith,  Maine 

Byrd 

Holland 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Carlson 

Jenner 

Stennis 

Douglas 

Long 

Taft 

Dworshak 

McCarthy 

Wherry 

Eastland 

McClellan 

Wiley 

Ellender 

Monroney 

Williams 

Ferguson 

Moody 

NAYS— 30 

Anderson 

Johnson,  Colo. 

McKellar 

Butler,  Md. 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Morse 

Chavez 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Neely 

Clements 

Kerr 

O’Mahoney 

Cordon 

Kilgore 

Pastore 

Ecton 

Knowland 

Russell 

George 

Langer 

Sparkman 

Green 

Lehman 

Thye 

Hayden 

Magnuson 

Underwood 

Humphrey 

Maybank 

Watkins 

Hunt 

McCarran 

Welker 

Ives 

McFarland 

Young 

NOT  VOTING— 

■25 

Benton 

Frear 

Millikin 

Bricker 

Fulbright 

Murray 

Cain 

Gillette 

O’Conor 

Capehart 

Kefauver 

Schoeppel 

Case 

Kem 

Smathers 

Connally 

Lodge 

Smith,  N.  C. 

Dirksen 

Malone 

Tobey 

Duff 

Martin 

Flanders 

McMahon 

So  Mr.  Douglas’  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected. 


Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate  has  just  turned  down  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  save  $250,000,000.  I  think  that 
some  of  those  who  voted  against  this 
amendment  did  so  in  the  belief  that 
a  bill  on  the  subject  should  be  reported 
to  the  Senate  by  the  Committee  on  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service.  I  believe  we 
should  give  all  encouragement  to  that 
committee  immediately  to  proceed  to  its 
work.  I  therefore  offer  another  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows: 

On  page  41,' line  24,  strike  out  the  period, 
insert  a  colon  and  the  following:  “ Provided 
further,  That  the  Senate  Committee  on  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  is  hereby  directed  to 
report  to  the  Senate  On  or  before  July  25, 
1951,  a  bill  providing  that  the  annual  and 
sick  leave  of  Classified,  Postal  and  Wage 
Board  employees  shall  be  set  at  20  days 
annual  leave  per  year  and  12  days  sick  leave 
per  year;  provided  further,  That  the  Senate 
shall  proceed  to  vote  on  such  bill  within 
30  days  after  it  shall  have  been  reported.” 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  a  point 
of  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  will  state 
the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  make  the  point  of  order  that  the 
amendment  is  in  the  nature  of  legislation 
on  an  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  a  point  of 
order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  will  state  it. 

Mr.  LONG.  Has  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  yielded  for  that  purpose? 

Mr-  DOUGLAS.  I  have  not  yielded 
for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  am  making  the  point  to  save  the  time 
of  the  Senate,  that  is  all,  and  because 
I  know  the  amendment  is  out  of  order. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

the  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Who  has  the  floor? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  President,  we  can  always  find  all 
kinds  of  excuses  for  not  acting.  When 
an  amendment  is  proposed  to  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  it  is  argued  that  we  should 
take  the  matter  up  in  a  legislative  bill. 

Whenever  we  try  to  save  money  for 
the  Government  and  for  the  people,  it 
is  always  said  that  it  is  not  being  done 
in  the  right  manner,  nor  at  the  right 
time,  nor  attached  to  the  right  bill.  The 
pea  is  always  underneath  another  shell 
and  the  poor  taxpayer  is  worn  out  chas¬ 
ing  it. 

In  the  great  shell  game  of  economy, 
the  taxpayer  always  seems  to  lose.  I  am 
trying  to  help  him  find  the  pea. 

Some  have  said  we  should  not  try  to 
cut  annual  leave  on  an  appropriation 
bill,  but  should  do  so  only  on  a  legisla¬ 
tive  bill.  Well,  that  is  what  I  am  now 
trying  to  do.  I  am  trying  to  assure  that 
those  good  friends  get  their  expressed 
wish. 

We  know  perfectly  well  the  influences 
which  are  going  to  be  at  work  to  prevent 
action.  Thousands  of  Government  em¬ 
ployees  will  be  out  in  force,  and  it  will 


be  most  difficult  to  act.  I  know  it  would 
be  rather  rough  on  the  committee  to 
turn  its  members  over  to  the  tender 
mercies  of  all  the  various  governmental 
agencies,  unless  we  gave  them  some  leg¬ 
islative  direction.  Under  this  proposal 
of  mine  members  of  the  committee  could 
say,  “It  is  not  our  fault  that  we  are  tak¬ 
ing  this  matter  up.  It  is  the  fault  of  the 
Senate  as  a  whole.  The  Senate  is  com¬ 
pelling  us  to  report  within  12  days,  and 
the  Senate  must  then  act  within  30 
days.” 

If  we  really  mean  business  about  hav¬ 
ing  this  matter  handled  in  a  legislative 
bill,  let  us  adopt  this  amendment. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  as  the  chairman  of  a  com¬ 
mittee  which  is  being  directed  what  to 
do,  and  when  to  do  it,  I  am  not  pleased 
at  all  with  what  is  now  proposed,  and  I 
do  not  think  the  chairman  of  any  other 
committee  of  the  Senate  would  appre¬ 
ciate  it.  This  proposal  would,  if  adopted, 
be  the  same  as  establishing  a  precedent 
binding  upon  every  Member  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  whereby  the  Senate  could  tell  any 
committee  having  jurisdiction  over  a 
given  subject  that  it  must  report  a  bill, 
whether  the  members  of  the  committee 
believe  in  it  or  not.  For  the  Senate  to 
tell  the  committees  what  to  do  suggests 
that  we  should  simply  abolish  all  com¬ 
mittees  of  the  Senate  and  handle  every¬ 
thing  upon  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  That, 
Mr.  President,  seems  to  me  is  what  we 
are  facing  today. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield,  that  I  may  make  a  point 
of  order? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  intend  to  make  a  point  of  order.  But  I 
feel  that  I  ought  to  speak  for  my  com¬ 
mittee,  and  to  tell  Senators  how  I  feel 
regarding  a  proposal  of  this  kind. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  KERR.  In  doing  that,  will  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  yield  to  any 
Senator  on  this  floor  to  make  a  state¬ 
ment  with  reference  to  his  conviction 
and  his  responsibility,  and  his  recogni¬ 
tion  of  his  duties? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  when  I  was 
sent  to  the  Senate  of  the  United  States 
I  was  sent  here  to  do  my  own  thinking 
and  to  do  my  own  voting,  and  I  intend 
to  do  that  so  long  as  I  am  a  Senator  from 
South  Carolina.  I  shall  not  permit  any¬ 
one  from  Illinois  or  from  any  other  State 
to  tell  me  what  to  do  or  what  not  to  do. 
I  think  the  members  of  my  committee 
entertain  the  same  feeling.  So  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  this  proposal  is 
in  the  nature  of  legislation  on  an  ap¬ 
propriation  bill,  and  also  that  it  is  out 
of  order  for  the  reason  that  it  would 
constitute  a  violation  of  the  rules  for 
the  Senate  to  tell  a  committee  what  it 
must  do  in  regard  to  a  particular  bill 
which  may  have  been  referred  to  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
point  of  order  is  well  taken,  and  is  sus¬ 
tained. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
peal  from  the  ruling  of  the  Chair,  and  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  it  is  all 
very  well  for  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
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to  talk  about  economy.  It  is  all  very 
well  to  have  him  feel  that  he  is  the  only 
Member  of  this  body  who  is  trying  to  do 
what  is  right.  But  if  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  actually  wanted  to  be  consistent, 
he  would  let  the  Senate  take  action  on 
the  pending  bill  and  get  through  with  it. 
We  have  wasted  much  time  today.  I 
shall  not  say  what  I  had  in  mind  to  say. 
We  have  wasted  more  of  the  taxpayers’ 
money  by  discussing  matters  which  the 
Senate  knew  about  and  understood  than 
I  can  estimate.  For  the  sake  of  econ¬ 
omy,  why  not  vote  on  the  bill  either  one 
way  or  the  other. 

I  ask  for  the  regular  order,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
withdraw  my  appeal  from  the  ruling  of 
the  Chair,  and  offer  instead  another 
amendment,  which  I  send  to  the  desk 
and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  41,  line  24, 
it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  the  period,  in¬ 
sert  a  colon  and  the  following:  “Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  no  part  of  any  ap¬ 
propriation  contained  in  this  act  shall  be 
used  for  the  payment  of  remuneration 
for  sick  leave  of  any  classified  or  Wage 
Board  employee  in  excess  of  12  days 
per  year;  or  for  the  payment  of  remu¬ 
neration  for  annual  leave  in  excess 
of  13  days  per  year  in  the  case  of 
such  an  employee  who  has  rendered  a 
total  of  less  than  5  years  of  active  serv¬ 
ice  as  a  civilian  employee  or  in  the  Armed 
Forces  of  the  United  States,  19  Vz  days 
per  year  in  the  case  of  such  an  employee 
who  has  rendered  a  total  of  5  years  but 
less  than  15  years  of  such  service,  26  days 
per  year  in  the  case  of  such  an  employee 
who  has  rendered  a  total  of  15  years 
of  such  service.” 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  a  point  of  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina.  I 
raise  the  point  of  order  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  constitutes  legislation  on  an  ap¬ 
propriation  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  is  advised  by  the  Parliamentarian 
that  the  amendment  is  in  order. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
making  every  effort  to  present  some  mea¬ 
sure  on  this  subject  which  the  Senate 
will  adopt.  When  we  propose  a  uniform 
cut  of  a  certain  number  of  days,  it  is  said 
that  it  should  be  graduated.  The 
amendment  now  offered  provides  for 
such  a  graduation,  and  I  believe  it  is 
identical  with  the  plan  tentatively  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  staff  of  the  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 

The  amendment  will  provide  13  days 
a  year  for  those  who  have  been  employed 
less  than  5  years,  19*4  days  for  those 
who  have  been  employed  from  5  to  15 
years,  and  26  days  for  those  who  have 
been  employed  more  than  15  years. 
This  particular  program  has  great  ad¬ 
ministrative  advantages.  There  are  26 
pay  periods  of  2  weeks  each  during  the 
Federal  year.  The  days  of  leave  sug¬ 
gested  are  fractions  of  26..  The  amend¬ 


ment  would  mean  that  an  employee  who 
has  worked  less  than  5  years  would  get 
one-half  day’s  leave  per  pay  period,  and 
those  who  have  been  employed  for  be¬ 
tween  5  and  15  years  will  get  three- 
fourths  of  a  day  for  each  pay  period. 
Finally  those  employees  who  have  served 
more  than  15  years  will  receive  26  days, 
the  same  as  now,  or  1  day  for  each  pay 
period. 

At  this  point  in  my  remarks,  Mr. 
President,  unless  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  objects,  I  should  like  to 
have  printed  in  the  Record  the  very  ex¬ 
cellent  report  of  the  staff  of  the 
committee. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  report 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

United  States  Senate, 
Committee  on  Post  Office 

and  Civil  Service, 

April  17,  1951. 

The  Honorable  Olin  D.  Johnston, 

Chairman ,  Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Johnston:  In  accordance 
with  your  directions  the  staff  has  analyzed 
the  joint  report  concerning  the  accumulated 
annual  leave  and  length  of  service  of  Fed¬ 
eral  employees  submitted  to  the  Committee 
by  the  Bureau  of  Budget  and  the  Civil  Service 
Commission. 

The  report,  based  on  this  analysis,  is  sub¬ 
mitted  for  the  consideration  of  the  com-  . 
mittee. 

This  report  is  divided  into  nine  parts: 

Part  I  states  the  recommendations  of  the 
staff  with  regard  to  annual  and  sick  leave 
and  unemployment  insurance. 

Part  II  presents  a  brief  analysis  and  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  different  Federal  leave  systems. 

Part  III  presents  the  justification  for  a 
graduated  system  of  annual  leave. 

Part  IV  in  brief  compass  describes  a 
method  for  reduction  in  backlog  of  accu¬ 
mulated  leave. 

Part  V  is  a  brief  conclusion  regarding  fu¬ 
ture  accumulation  of  annual  leave. 

Part  VI  presents  an  analysis  of  sick-leave 
benefits,  rate  of  usage  and  conclusion  with 
specific  recommendations. 

Part  VII  describes  method  of  bookkeeping 
that  would  save  the  Government  much  of  the 
administrative  costs  with  regard  to  records 
of  accrued  sick  and  annual  leave. 

Part  VIII  states  the  reason  and  need  for 
unemployment  insurance,  provided  certain 
leave  cuts  are  adopted. 

Part  IX  presents  two  schedules  of  grad¬ 
uated  leave  systems  that  should  be  consid¬ 
ered. 

Each  schedule  is  divided  into  three  parts: 
Length  of  service  reported;  basis  for  grad¬ 
uated  system;  and  analysis  of  graduated  sys¬ 
tem.  The  adoption  of  either  schedule  would 
save  the  Government  over  $200,000,000  annu¬ 
ally. 

For  the  preparation  of  this  report  special 
acknowledgment  is  due  Mr.  Don  Kerlin  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Sincerely  yours, 

H.  W.  Brawley, 

Staff  Director. 

Sick  and  Annual  Leave  in  the  Executive 

Branch  of  the  Federal  Government 

FART  I.  RECOMMENDATIONS 

1.  Review  the  several  annual-  and  sick- 
leave  laws  with  a  view  to  legislation  estab¬ 
lishing  a  uniform  system  throughout  the 
Federal  service  to  the  greatest  extent  prac¬ 
ticable. 

2.  Consider  adoption  of  a  graduated  sys¬ 
tem  of  annual  leave  based  on  length  of 
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service  that  will  provide  employees  with  ade¬ 
quate  time  for  liberal  vacations  yearly  and 
for  incidental  use,  yet  at  the  same  time, 
conserve  manpower  and  produce  economies. 

3.  Consider  means  of  forcing  an  orderly 
reduction  in  the  large  amount  of  accumu¬ 
lated  annual  leave  to  the  credit  of  indi¬ 
vidual  employees. 

4.  Consider  means  of  preventing  unduly 
large  accumulations  of  annual  leave  by  in¬ 
dividual  employees  in  the  future. 

5.  Consider  the  sick-leave  situation  with 
a  view  to  legislation  that  will  reduce  what 
appears  to  be  a  too  liberal  yearly  allowance; 
remove  the  limitation  on  the  amount  of  sick 
leave  that  may  be  accumulated  in  order  to 
provide  greater  coverage  to  long-time  em¬ 
ployees  during  periods  of  serious  and  pro¬ 
longed  illness;  and  provide  reasonable  safe¬ 
guards  to  minimize  the  possibility  of  abuse 
of  the  sick-leave  privilege. 

6.  Consider  legislative  changes  in  both  the 
annual-  and  sick-leave  laws  that  will  greatly 
reduce  the  cost  of  maintaining  individual 
leave  accounts. 

7.  Consider  legislation  to  cover  Federal 
employees  with  unemployment  insurance, 
both  as  a  matter  of  equity  and  to  replace 
the  widespread  practice  of  building  up  large 
accumulations  of  annual  leave  as  insurance 
against  unemployment. 

PART  II.  DIFFERENT  FEDERAL  LEAVE  SYSTEMS 

A.  Among  the  several  leave  systems  in 
effect  in  the  Federal  service  are  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

1.  Federal  employees  generally:  Approxi¬ 
mately  75  percent  of  all  Federal  employees 
are  subject  to  the  Uniform  Annual  and  Sick 
Leave  Acts  of  1936,  as  amended.  These  acts 
provide  leave  as  follows: 

Annual  leave 

(a)  Permanent  employees:  Permanent 
full-time  employees  earn  annual  leave  at  the 
rate  of  26  days  per  calendar  year.  Perma¬ 
nent  part-time  employees,  for  whom  there 
has  been  established  a  regular  tour  of  duty 
covering  not  less  than  5  days  in  any  week, 
earn  annual  leave  on  a  pro  rata  basis. 

(b)  Temporary  employees :  Temporary  full¬ 
time  employees  earn  annual  leave  at  the 
rate  of  30  days  per  calender  year.  Temporary 
part-time  employees  for  whom  there  has 
been  established  a  regular  tour  of  duty  cov¬ 
ering  not  less  than  5  days  in  any  week  earn 
annual  leave  on  a  pro  rata  basis  during  each 
full  continuous  month  of  service. 

(c)  Intermittent  employees:  Permanent  or 
temporary  employees  whose  services  are  re¬ 
quired  either  full  or  part  time  or  on  inter¬ 
mittent  basis  do  not  earn  annual  leave  pro¬ 
vided  the  agency  takes  the  precaution  to 
notify  the  employee  in  writing  to  that  effect 
at  the  time  of  his  appointment. 

(d)  Accumulations:  Employees  in  the 
United  States  now  may  accumulate  annual 
leave  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  60  days. 
During  World  War  II  (September  8,  1939  to 
July  25,  1947)  employees  were  permitted  to 
accumulate  up  to  90  days.  Many  employees 
still  have  such  accumulations  to  their  credit. 

Employees  outside  the  continental  United 
States  are  permitted  to  accumulate  annual 
leave  in  accordance  with  agency  regulations 
in  effect  prior  to  January  1,  1936.  These 
regulations  permit  accumulations  of  annual 
leave  in  varying  amounts,  ranging  from  90 
to  120  days. 

Sick  leave  may  be  accumulated  by  em¬ 
ployees  both  in  and  outside  the  continental 
United  States  in  an  amount  not  in  excess 
of  90  days  at  the  end  of  any  calendar  month. 

2.  Postal  field  service:  Over  360,000  em¬ 
ployees  in  the  Postal  Field  Service  are  sub¬ 
ject  to  Public  Law  134,  which  grants  15  days 
annual  leave  per  year  and  10  days  sick  leave 
per  year.  By  administrative  action  such 
employees  are  not  permitted  to  carry  over 
more  than  5  days  annual  leave  from  one 
fiscal  year  to  the  next.  However,  there  is  no 
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restriction  on  the  amount  of  sick  leave  they 
may  accumulate.  Departmental  employees, 
postmasters,  assistant  postmasters,  and  cer¬ 
tain  other  employees  in  the  post  offices 
throughout  the  country  are  subject  to  the 
Uniform  Annual  and  Sick  Leave  Acts  of 
1936,  as  amended,  and,  therefore,  earn  and 
accumulate  annual  and  sick  leave  in  the 
same  manner  as  other  Federal  employees. 

3.  Foreign  Service — Department  of  State: 
Over  8,000  employees  in  the  Foreign  Service, 
Department  of  State,  are  subject  to  the 
Foreign  Service  Act  of  1946,  Public  Law  724, 
in  the  matter  of  annual  and  sick  leave.  This 
Act  gives  such  employees  60  calendar  days 
annual  leave  and  15  calendar  days  sick 
leave  per  year.  The  Act  permits  an  accumu¬ 
lation  of  annual  leave  in  amount  not  to 
exceed  180  days  and  an  accumulation  of 
sick  leave  not  to  exceed  120  days. 

4.  Doctors,  dentists,  and  nurses — Veterans’ 
Administration:  Several  thousand  medical 
employees  in  the  Veterans’  Administration 
are  subject  to  Public  Law  293,  Seventy-ninth 
Congress,  in  the  matter  of  sick  and  annual 
leave.  This  law  grants  annual  leave  at  the 
rate  of  30  calendar  days  per  year  and  sick 
leave  at  the  rate  of  15  calendar  days  per  year. 
The  maximum  accumulation  of  annual  leave 
is  not  to  exceed  120  days.  The  maximum 
accumulation  of  sick  leave  is  not  to  exceed 
90  days. 

5.  Commissioned  officers  of  the  Public 
Health  Service:  Approximately  2,300  com¬ 
missioned  officers  of  the  Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice  are  subject  to  a  leaye  system  under  which 
they  accrue  annual  leave  at  the  rate  of  30 
calendar  days  per  year  and  sick  leave  to  the 
extent  the  Surgeon  General  considers  justi¬ 
fied  by  the  circumstances  involved.  The 
accumulation  of  annual  leave  is  limited  to 
60  days,  but  sick  leave  is  granted  on  the  basis 
of  justification,  without  limitation. 

6.  Employees  of  the  Government  Printing 
Office:  Some  7,000  employees  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  Printing  Office  are  subject  to  annual 
and  sick  leave  laws  which  grant  30  and  15 
days,  respectively,  each  year.  However,  by 
administrative  action,  such  employees  have 
been  brought  under  Uniform  Annual  and 
Sick  Leave  Acts  for  1936,  as  amended. 

7.  Miscellaneous  groups:  Employees  of  the 
Panama  Railroad  Company,  Panama  Canal, 
Maritime  Commission,  certain  field  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
commissioned  officers  of  the  Coast  and  Geo¬ 
detic  Survey,  and  employees  of  the  United 
States  Park  Service  are  subject  to  a  variation 
of  leave  laws. 

B.  Conclusion:  The  conditions  of  employ¬ 
ment,  hours  of  work,  and  basis  of  pay  of  each 
of  the  above  groups  should  be  thoroughly 
analyzed  with  the  view  to  standardization 
of  annual  and  sick  leave  laws  insofar  as 
may  be  practical  and  equitable.  The  various 
statutes  and  administrative  directives  gov¬ 
erning  the  accumulation  of  annual  leave  for 
United  States  citizen  employees  in  overseas 
areas  should  be  standardized,  as  there  is  no 
justification  for  the  wide  variation  in  the 
amount  of  annual  leave  that  can  be  accumu¬ 
lated  by  employees  under  like  conditions. 

PART  III.  GRADUATED  SYSTEM  OP  ANNUAL  LEAVE 

A.  A  system  of  granting  annual  leave  at  a 
graduated  rate  based  on  the  length  of  service 
of  the  individual  employee  has  a  great  deal 
of  merit.  Such  a  practice  prevails  rather 
generally  in  private  industry.  However,  it 
must  be  recognized  that  Federal  employees, 
unlike  employees  in  private  industry,  are  re¬ 
quired  to  charge  every  absence  from  official 
duty  to  some  type  of  leave,  in  the  main, 
either  to  their  annual  or  sick  leave  account. 
In  private  industry,  incidental  leave  for 
such  purposes  as  paying  taxes,  attending 
funerals,  car  inspection,  participation  in  civic 
enterprises,  and  the  transaction  of  personal 
business  is  granted  without  charge  to  an 
employee’s  vacation  time.  Therefore,  any 
system  adopted  for  Federal  use  must  not  only 


provide  for  adequate  vacations,  but  must 
allow  a  few  additional  days  each  year  for 
incidental  use. 

B.  Conclusions:  The  present  allowance  of 
annual  leave  which  generally  is  at  the  rate 
of  26  days  a  year  to  permanent  employees 
and  30  days  a  year  to  temporary  employees 
is,  in  some  respects,  too  liberal  to  many  em¬ 
ployees  and  too  costly  to  the  Government. 
It  is  difficult  to  justify  a  system  under  which 
a  new  employee  earns  the  same  amount  of 
annual  leave  during  the  first  year  of  his 
employment  as  does  an  old  employee  during 
his  twenty-fifth  or  thirtieth  year  of  service. 

It  is  even  more  difficult  to  justify  a  system 
under  which  a  temporary  employee  earns 
leave  at  a  greater  rate  than  a  permanent 
employee.  These  seeming  inequities  can  be 
corrected  on  the  one  hand  and  substantial 
savings  accomplished  on  the  other  by  adopt¬ 
ing  a  system  under  which  the  amount  of 
annual  leave  earned  by  an  employee  is 
based  solely  on  his  total  length  of  service.1 
The  type  of  appointment  under  which  an 
employee  is  serving  at  any  given  time  should 
not  affect  the  amount  of  annual  leave  he 
earns;  i.  e.,  a  temporary  employee  should 
not  earn  leave  at  a  greater  rate  than  a 
permanent  employee,  and  a  permanent  em¬ 
ployee  with  many  years  of  service  should 
not  earn  leave  at  a  reduced  rate  in  the  event 
he  accepts  a  temporary  appointment. 

The  graduated  system  outlined  on  the 
chart  attached  hereto  gives  13  days’  annual 
leave  a  year  to  employees  during  the  first 
few  years  of  their  service,  1914  days  a  year 
during  the  middle  years  of  their  service,  and 
26  days  a  year  during  the  remaining  years 
of  their  career.  This  is  sufficient  to  permit 
a  full  two  weeks’  annual  vacation  plus  three 
days  for  incidental  purposes  to  employees 
in  the  first  category;  a  full  three  weeks’ 
annual  vacation  plus  414  days  for  incidental 
purposes  to  employees  in  the  middle  cate¬ 
gory;  and  a  full  four  weeks’  annual  vacation 
plus  6  days  for  incidental  purposes  to  em¬ 
ployees  in  the  latter  category. 

PART  IV.  REDUCTION  IN  BACKLOG  OF  ACCUMU¬ 
LATED  LEAVE 

A.  Generally,  existing  law  permits  an  ac¬ 
cumulation  of  not  over  60  days  annual 
leave.  During  World  War  II  employees  were 
permitted  to  accumulate  not  over  90  days 
because  they  could  not  be  spared  from  their 
work.  In  spite  of  this  increase  in  the  maxi¬ 
mum  amount  of  accumulation,  many  em¬ 
ployees  lost  leave  at  the  end  of  each  year 
and  many  employees  who  have  reached 
their  maximum  accumulation  still  lose  leave 
each  year.  The  accumulation  of  annual 
leave  is  a  two-sided  question.  On  the  one 
hand,  many  employees  by  design  accumulate 
leave  because  of  its  insurance  value  during 
times  of  prolonged  illness,  or  unemployment 
and  its  cash  value  upon  voluntary  separa¬ 
tion  from  the  service.  On  the  other  hand, 
many  employees  would  like  to  use  leave  for 
vacation  purposes,  but  are  prevented  from 
doing  so  because  of  work  requirements.  In 
either  case,  the  Government  pays  an  ex¬ 
tremely  high  premium  on  account  of  ac¬ 
cumulated  leave,  for  these  reasons: 

1.  Leave  is  often  accumulated  by  an  em¬ 
ployee  while  he  is  in  a  low  grade  and  is 
paid  for  at  a  time  when  he  has  risen  to  a 
higher  grade. 

2.  When  general  pay  raises  (of  which  there 
have  been  several  during  recent  years)  go 
into  effect,  it  increases  the  value  of  accumu¬ 
lated  leave,  and  must  be  liquidated  at  the 
increased  value. 

B.  Conclusion:  Employees  should  be  re¬ 
quired  to  liquidate  excessive  current  accu¬ 


1  In  computing  an  employee’s  total  length 
of  service,  military  service  and  all  Federal 
employment  creditable  for  retirement  pur¬ 
poses  should  count.  In  other  words,  the 
same  formula  should  be  used  for  leave  pur¬ 
poses  as  applies  in  the  case  of  retirement. 


mulations  of  annual  leave  to  their  credit 
over  a  5-year  period  at  the  rate  of  not  less 
than  20  percent  each  year.  To  accomplish 
this,  an  employee  should  be  required  to  use 
such  leave,  but  if  it  is  administratively 
determined  that  it  would  be  detrimental 
to  the  Government  service  for  him  to  be 
spared,  then  he  should  be  paid  for  his  leave 
in  cash.  So  long  as  the  rate  of  reduction  is 
in  keeping  with  20  percent  per  year,  in  the 
event  the  employee  leaves  the  service  before 
the  full  5-year  period,  he  should  be  com¬ 
pensated  for  the  unliquidated  amount  of 
leave  still  to  his  credit. 

PART  V.  FUTURE  ACCUMULATION  OF  ANNUAL 
LEAVE 

A.  Assuming  that  some  type  of  unem¬ 
ployment  insurance  will  be  adopted  and 
that  the  limitation  on  the  amount  of  sick 
leave  that  may  be  accumulated  will  be  re¬ 
moved,  some  positive  means  of  controlling 
future  accumulations  of  annual  leave  should 
be  adopted. 

B.  Conclusion:  The  accumulations  of  large 
amounts  of  annual  leave  should  not  be  per¬ 
mitted  in  the  future.  The  law  should  be 
specific  that  annual  leave  is  for  the  purpose 
of  providing  employees  with  time  for  ade¬ 
quate  vacations  and  the  transaction  of  per¬ 
sonal  affairs.  Furthermore,  the  law  should 
be  equally  specific  that  in  the  event  an 
agency  denies  an  employee  the  use  of  leave 
for  these  purposes,  it  should  be  required  to 
pay  the  employee  for  the  leave  at  the  end 
of  the  fiscal  year.  There  should  be  suffi¬ 
cient  elasticity  in  the  requirements  of  law 
to  permit  an  employee  to  carry  over  from  one 
year  to  another  an  amount  of  leave  not  ex¬ 
ceeding  that  which  he  has  earned  during 
the  past  year  in  order  that  he  may  either 
take  a  prolonged  vacation  or  otherwise  jug¬ 
gle  his  vacation  schedule.  This  privilege 
should  not,  however,  obligate  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  compensate  him  for  such  carry-over 
leave  in  the  event  he  does  not  use  it  in  this 
manner. 

PART  VI.  SICK  LEAVE 

A.  Benefits:  In  general,  employees  earn 
sick  leave  at  the  rate  of  114  days  a  month 
for  a  total  of  15  days  per  calendar  year. 
Employees  may  accumulate  sick  leave  in  an 
amount  not  to  exceed  90  days  at  the  end  of 
any  calendar  month.  In  addition  an  ad¬ 
vance  of  sick  leave  of  not  to  exceed  30  days 
may  be  made  to  an  employee.  In  most 
instances  advanced  sick  leave  is  amortized 
out  of  future  earnings;  however,  if  because 
of  death,  continued  illness,  or  involuntary 
separation  from  duty,  the  advance  is  not 
fully  liquidated  out  of  future  earnings  the 
unliquidated  balance  is  canceled. 

B.  Rate  of  usage:  The  average  amount  of 
sick  leave  used  by  Federal  employees  ranges 
from  7  to  9  days  per  year.  Many  employees 
use  little  or  no  sick  leave  year  after  year. 
The  great  majority  use  only  a  normal 
amount.  A  relatively  few,  however,  use  sick 
leave  as  rapidly  as  it  accrues  to  their  credit. 
There  is  some  indication  that  a  very  limited 
number  of  -employees  enjoy  good  health 
until  they  approach  or  reach  the  maximum 
90-day  limit  on  accumulation,  after  which 
time  they  are  ill  often  enough  to  prevent  the 
loss  of  any  sick  leave.  It  is  to  the  credit  of 
the  Federal  service  as  a  whole,  however, 
that  for  each  employee  who  plans  his  ill¬ 
nesses  so  as  not  to  lose  sick  leave,  there  are 
a  hundred  who  guard  their  health  so  as  not 
to  lose  time  from  their  work. 

C.  Conclusion :  In  the  light  of  the  average 
rate  of  usage,  15  days  sick  leave  a  year  is 
too  liberal.  To  allow  an  amount  above  that 
actually  required  by  the  majority  takes  the 
form  of  a  bonus  to  the  very  small  minority 
who  abuse  the  use  of  sick  leave.  By  and 
large,  these  few  are  the  very  ones  least  de¬ 
serving  of  any  reward.  Accordingly,  consid¬ 
eration  should  be  given  to  reducing  the 
amount  of  sick  leave  to  not  more  than  13 
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days  a  year.  (One-half  day  per  biweekly  pay 
period.) 

At  the  same  time  the  90-day  limitation 
on  the  amount  of  sick  leave  that  can  be  ac¬ 
cumulated  should  be  removed.  When  an 
employee  approaches  or  has  reached  the  90- 
-  day  accumulation,  the  15  days  sick  leave 
theoretically  earned  by  him  each  year  has 
little  or  no  value.  Human  nature  being 
what  it  is,  things  of  little  value  are  treated 
lightly,  and  accordingly,  the  indiscriminate 
use  of  sick  leave  may  follow.  If  on  the  other 
hand,  there  were  no  limit  on  the  amount  of 
sick  leave  that  an  employee  could  accumu¬ 
late,  there  would  be  more  of  an  inclination 
to  preserve  it  more  carefully  as  insurance 
against  prolonged  illness  in  the  years  to 
come.  In  the  final  analysis,  if  an  employee 
preserves  his  sick  leave  for  the  entire  dura¬ 
tion  of  his  Federal  service,  it  represents  a 
saving  of  that  much  time  to  the  Government 
and  the  potential  liability  is  wiped  out  when 
the  employee  leaves  the  service.  The  law 
should  impose  a  greater  obligation  on  super¬ 
vision  to  see  that  sick  leave  is  used  properly. 
At  the  same  time,  supervision  should  have 
the  right  to  penalize  employees  for  the  abuse 
of  sick  leave.  Supervision  should  have  the 
authority  to  suspend  employees  for  limited 
periods  for  flagrant  abuse  of  sick  leave. 

PART  VII.  ADMINISTRATIVE  COSTS 

A.  Bookkeeping  aspects :  Both  the  annual- 
and  sick-leave  laws  impose  a  needlessly  com¬ 
plex  and  costly  bookkeeping  burden  on  the 
agencies. 

1.  Annual  leave:  The  annual-leave  law 
provides  that  employees  shall  earn  and  be 
credited  with  annual  leave  on  a  calendar- 
year  basis.  The  Federal-wide  payroll  pro¬ 
cedure  is  based  on  26  biweekly  pay  periods 
a  year  with  a  twenty-seventh  pay  period 
each  sixth  or  seventh  year.  Accordingly,  the 
26  biweekly  pay  periods  never  correspond 
precisely  with  any  given  calendar  year. 


Therefore,  in  order  to  maintain  leave  ac¬ 
counts  in  accordance  with  the  law  and  also 
so  they  will  be  suitable  for  payroll  purposes, 
it  is  necessary  to  make  an  adjustment  in 
each  individual  account  at  the  beginning 
and  again  at  the  end  of  each  calendar  year. 
Such  adjustments  cover  1  to  less  than  10 
days’  work  (10  days  constitute  a  biweekly 
pay  period),  and  in  terms  of  leave  may 
amount  to  a  charge  or  credit  of  only  an  hour 
or  so.  The  total  cost  of  making  such  ad¬ 
justments  for  all  employees  on  the  rolls  is 
well  in  excess  of  the  total  value  of  the  leave 
for  the  relatively  few  employees  who  enter 
or  leave  the  service  during  the  period  in¬ 
volved. 

The  annual  leave  law  provides,  further, 
that  employees  shall  not  have  an  accumula¬ 
tion  in  excess  of  a  specified  number  of  days 
at  the  end  of  any  calendar  year.  To  comply 
with  this  requirement  of  law,  individual 
leave  accounts  are  brought  into  balance  at 
the  end  of  each  calendar  year,  instead  of  at 
the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  as  are  the  other 
fiscal  accounts  of  the  agency.  This  conflict 
in  the  keeping  of  accounts  is  not  only  costly 
from  an  administrative  standpoint,  but  it  is 
one  reason  why  the  problem  of  funds  for 
the  payment  of  terminal  leave  arises  with 
such  frequency. 

2.  Sick  leave:  The  sick-leave  law  provides 
that  employees  shall  earn  and  be  credited 
with  sick  leave  on  a  calendar-month  basis. 
The  law  provides,  further,  that  employees 
shall  not  have  an  accumulation  in  excess 
of  a  specified  number  of  days  at  the  end  of 
any  calendar  month.  To  comply  with  this 
requirement  of  law,  it  is  necessary  to  post 
and  balance  the  sick-leave  portion  of  each 
employee  account  on  a  calendar-month 
basis.  Accordingly,  the  handling  of  sick 
leave  does  not  coincide  with  the  handling 
of  annual  leave,  and  neither  coincides  with 
the  handling  of  the  other  accounts  of  an 
agency. 


Conclusion:  Credits  of  both  annual  and 
sick  leave  should  be  in  terms  of  allowances 
per  biweekly  pay  period.  Maximum  accumu¬ 
lations,  if  any,  should  be  applied  either  on 
a  biweekly  pay-period  basis  or  at  the  close 
of  the  fiscal  year. 

B.  Leave  credits :  Under  existing  law  when 
an  employee  enters  on  duty  or  leaves  the 
service,  fractional  parts  of  a  month  in  the 
case  of  sick  leave  and  fractional  parts  of  in¬ 
complete  biweekly  pay  periods  in  the  case  of 
annual  leave  are  considered  for  the  purpose 
of  crediting  earned  leave  or  deducting  un¬ 
earned  leave.  This  is  a  rather  complicated 
procedure  and  more  than  a  little  costly. 

C.  Conclusion:  Periods  of  less  than  a  com¬ 
plete  biweekly  pay  period  should  be  disre¬ 
garded  for  purposes  of  computing  earned 
leave.  The  loss  to  an  individual  by  not 
counting  odd  days  in  computing  leave  at  the 
time  of  his  entrance  on  duty  and  again  at 
the  time  of  his  leaving  the  service  is  only  a 
matter  of  hours  and  of  little  consequence. 
The  saving  in  overhead  on  a  Federal-wide 
basis  is  worth  capturing. 

PART  Vm.  UNEMPLOYMENT  INSURANCE 

A.  Federal  employees  generally  are  not 
now  covered  by  unemployment  insurance. 
For  this  reason,  there  has  been  a  tendency 
on  the  part  of  many  employees  to  accumu¬ 
late  annual  leave  as  a  form  of  insurance 
against  abrupt  separation  or  long  periods 
of  illness.  If  the  limitation  on  the  amount 
of  sick  leave  that  can  be  accumulated  is 
remoyed,  and  Federal  employees  are  accorded 
the  benefits  of  some  type  of  unemployment 
Insurance,  the  two  principal  reasons  for  ac¬ 
cumulation  of  annual  leave  will  have  been 
removed. 

B.  Conclusion:  Consideration  should  be 
given  to  covering  Federal  employees  under 
unemployment  insurance. 


Comparison  of  present 1  system  of  annual  leave  and  a  graduated  system  based  on  length  of  service  for  the  1,258,070  full-time 

employees  for  whom  length  of  service  was  reported  * 


Years  of  service 

Number  of 
employees 

Days  leave 

1 

Aggregate  days  leave 

Aggregate  value 

Aggregate  difference 

Percent  reduction 

Present 

system 

Graduated 

system 

Present 

system 

Graduated 

system 

Present 

system 

Graduated 

system 

Days 

Value 

Days 

Value 

Less  than  3 . .  .. 

320, 825 

26 

13 

8,  341, 450 

4, 170,  725 

$56, 106, 400 

$48, 053,  200 

4, 170,  725 

$48,  053,  200 

50 

50 

Over  5  and  less  than  15 . 

770,  349 

26 

19)4 

20,  029, 074 

15, 021, 805 

271, 817, 000 

203, 862,  750 

5. 007,  269 

67,  954,  250 

25 

25 

15  and  over . . . 

166,  898 

26 

26 

4,  339,  296 

4,  339,  296 

73, 907, 600 

73,  907, 600 

Total . . . 

1,  258, 070 

32,  709, 820 

23,  631, 826 

441,  831,  000 

325, 823,  550 

9,  177, 994 

116,  007,  450 

2S 

26 

■Present  system:  Present  system  as  used  here  refers  to  the  Uniform  Annua)  Leave  Act  of  1936,  as  amended.  Approximately  75  percent  of  ail  Federal  employees  are  subject 
to  this  act.  Major  groups  under  other  leave  systems  are — field  employees  of  the  Post  Office  Department:  Foreign  Service,  Department  of  State;  medical  employees,  Veterans’ 
Administration;  and  commissioned  officers  of  the  Public  Health  -Service. 

*  Employees  for  whom  length  of  service  was  reported:  Length  of  service  data  was  obtained  on  1,258,070  employees.  Employees  for  whom  length  of  service  data  was  not  ob¬ 
tained  included  360,700  in  the  field  service  of  the  Post  Office  Department,  192,100  part-time  employees,  and  147,000  outside  the  continental  United  States.  See  table  5,  p.  23, 
(committee  print),  Joint  Report  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  United  States  Civil  Service  Commission. 

BASIS  FOR  GRADUATED  SYSTEM 

1.  Less  than  5-year  category:  13  days’  annual  leave  a  year  for  employees  with  less  than  5  years  of  service  compares  favorably  with  leave  practices  in  private  industry.  It 
allows  for  1  sustained  vacation  of  2  full  weeks  a  year  with  3  days  additional  for  incidental  use . 

2.  The  over  6-  and  less  than  15-year  category:  19)4  days’  annual  leave  a  year  for  employees  with  over  5  and  loss  than  15  years  of  service  follows  the  more  liberal  trend  in  pri¬ 
vate  industry  of  granting  increased  leave  to  employees  with  more  years  of  service.  It  allows  for  1  sustained  vacation  of  3  full  weeks  a  year  with  4)4  days  additional  for  incidental 
use. 

3.  The  15-year  and  over  category:  26  days’  annual  leave  a  year  to  employees  with  15  years  or  more  of  service  recognizes  length  of  service  and  the  advancing  age  of  the  em¬ 
ployees.  It  allows  for  1  sustained  vacation  of  4  full  weeks  a  year  or  a  winter  and  summer  vacation  of  2  weeks  each,  plus  6  days’  additional  for  incidental  use. 


ANALYSIS  OF  GRADUATED  SYSTEM 

1.  Annual  savings:  The  graduated  system  would  produce  during  the  first  year  of  operation  a  saving  of  9,177,994  days  of  annual  leave,  with  a  value  of  $116,007,450  for  the 
1,258,070  employees  covered  by  the  survey.  This  would  be  a  saving  of  28  percent  in  the  amount  of  annual  leave  and  26  percent  in  the  total  dollar  value  of  the  leave  earned  by 
these  employees.  On  a  projected  basis  to  cover  an  additional  34S.300  employees  (exclusive  of  350,700  employees  in  the  field  service  of  the  Post  Office  Department)  in  the  Federal 
service  at  the  time  of  the  survey  and  an  additional  500,000  who  have  been  added  since  that  date  the  total  saving  would  be  approximately  18,000,000  days  of  annual  leave  with  a 
value  of  close  to  $200,000,000. 

2.  Increased  man-years:  This  total  saving  in  annual  leave  is  equal  to  69,000  man-years.  In  terms  of  new  employees  required  by  the  emergency,  it  would  be  necessary  to 
employ  19  persons  under  the  graduated  system  to  obtain  the  same  number  of  workdays  as  would  result  from  20  persons  employed  under  the  present  leave  system.  Worded 
another  way  the  manpower  requirements  (in  production  work  at  least)  could  be  reduced  by  5  percent. 

3.  Emergency  and  new  employees:  New  employees  entering  the  service  either  as  replacements  or  as  additional  staff  during  the  emergency  or  because  of  an  increase  in  the 
Federal  service  for  any  other  reason  would  earn  during  the  first  5  years  of  their  employment  13  days  less  per  year  under  the  graduated  systom  than  under  the  present  system. 
During  the  next  10  years  of  their  employment,  the  saving  would  amount  to  6)4  days  per  year.  After  15  years  of  service  there  would  bo  no  further  saving. 

4.  Net  effect  on  career  employees:  A  person  who  enters  the  service  under  the  present  system  and  is  employed  for  30  years  earns  780  days  annual  leave.  Under  the  graduated 
system,  such  an  employee  would  earn  650  days.  This  reduction  of  130  days  is  equal  to  25  percent.  However,  fewer  than  half  of  all  employees  who  enter  the  Federal  service  remain 
in  the  service  for  as  long  as  10  years,  so  the  total  net  reduction  would  be  greater  than  25  percent. 

5.  Administrative  aspects:  The  13-,  19)4-,  and  26-day  allowances  are  on  a  graduated  basis  at  the  rate  of  4,  6,  and  8  hours  per  biweekly  pay  period,  respectively. 
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Comparison  of  present  system  1  of  annual  leave  and  a  graduated  system  based  on  length  of  service  for  the  1,258,070  full-time  employ¬ 
ees  for  whom  length  of  service  was  reported  3 


Number  of 
employees 

Days  leave 

Aggregate  days’  leave 

Aggregate  value 

Aggregate  difference 

Percent  reduction 

Year'  of  service 

Present 

system 

Graduated 

system 

Present 

system 

Graduated 

system 

Present 

system 

Graduated 

system 

Days 

Value 

Days 

Value 

320, 825 
854, 933 

26 

13 

8, 341, 450 
22,  228,  258 
2, 140, 112 

4, 170, 725 
16, 671, 193 
2, 140, 112 

$96, 106,  400 
309,  202,  400 
3t,  522,  200 

$48, 053,  200 
231,901,800 

4, 170,  725 

5, 557, 065 

$48, 053,  200 
77,300,600 

50 

50 

26 

19H 

25 

25 

82, 312 

26 

26 

36;  522,  200 

Total  . 

1,  258, 070 

32,  709, 820 

22, 982, 030 

441,831,000 

316,  477,  200 

9, 727, 790 

125,353,800 

30 

28 

1  Present  system:  Present  system  as  used  here  refers  to  the  Uniform  Annual  Leave  Act  of  1936,  as  amended.  Approximately  75  percent  of  all  Federal  employees  are  subject 
to  this  act.  Major  groups  under  other  leave  systems  are— field  employees  of  the  Post  Office  Department;  Foreign  Service,  Department  of  State;  medical  employees,  Veterans’ 
Administration:  and  commissioned  officers  of  the  Public  Health  Service. 

-  Employees  for  whom  length  of  service  was  reported:  Length  ofservice  data  wasobtained  on  1, 258, 070employees.  Employees  for  whom  length  of  service  data  was  not  obtained 
included  360,700  in  the  field  service  of  the  Post  Office  Department,  192,100  part-time  employees  and  147,000  outside  the  continental  United  States.  See  table  5,  p.  23  (committee 
print),  Joint  Report  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  United  States  Civil  Service  Commission. 

BASIS  FOB  QBADTJATED  SYSTEM 

1.  Less  than  5-year  category:  13  days’  annual  leave  a  year  for  employees  with  less  than  5  years  ofservice  compares  favorably  with  leave  practices  in  private  industry.  It 
allows  for  1  sustained  vacation  of  2  full  weeks  a  year  with  3  days  additional  for  incidental  use. 

2.  The  over  5  and  less  than  20-year  category:  19H  days’  annual  leave  a  year  for  employees  with  over  5  and  less  than  20  years  of  service  follows  the  more  liberal  trend  in  private 
industry  of  granting  increased  leave  to  employees  with  more  years  of  service.  It  allows  for  1  sustained  vacation  of  3  full  weeks  a  year  with  4H  days  additional  for  incidental 
use. 

3.  The  20-year  and  over  category:  26  days’  annual  leave  a  year  to  employees  with  20  years  or  more  of  service  recognizes  length  of  service  and  the  advancing  age  of  the  employee. 
It  allows  for  1  sustained  vacation  of  4  full  weeks  a  year  or  a  winter  and  summer  vacation  of  2  weeks  each,  plus  6  days  additional  for  incidental  use. 


ANALYSIS  OF  GRADUATED  SYSTEM 

..  Aunual  savings:  The  graduated  system  would  produce  during  the  first  year  of  operation  a  saving  of  9,727,790  days  of  annual  leave,  with  a  value  of  $125,353,800  for  the 
1,258,070  employees  covered  by  the  survey.  This  would  be  a  saving  of  30  percent  in  the  amount  of  annual  leave  and  28  percent  in  the  total  dollar  value  of  the  leave  earned  by 
these  employees.  On  a  projected  basis  to  cover  an  additional  348,300  employees  (exclusive  of  360,700  employees  in  the  field  service  of  the  Post  Office  Department)  in  the  Federal 
service  at  the  time  of  the  survey  and  an  additional  500,000  who  have  been  added  since  that  date  it  is  estimated  that  the  total  saving  would  approximate  19,000,000  days  of  annual 
leave,  with  a  value  of  over  $200,000,000. 

2.  Increased  man-years:  This  total  saving  in  annual  leave  is  equal  to  73,000  man-years.  In  terms  of  new  employees  required  by  the  emergency,  it  would  be  necessary  to 

employ  slightly  less  than  19  persons  under  the  graduated  system  to  obtain  the  same  number  of  workdays  as  would  result  from  20  persons  employed  under  the  present  system. 
Worded  another  way  the  manpower  requirements  (in  production  work  at  least)  could  be  reduced  by  more  than  5  percent.  * 

3.  Emergency  and  new  employees:  New  employees  entering  the  service  either  as  replacements  or  as  additional  staff  during  the  emergency  or  because  of  an  increase  in  the 
Federal  service  for  any  other  reason  would  earn  during  the  first  5  years  of  their  employment  13  days  less  per  year  under  the  graduated  system  than  under  the  present  system. 
During  the  next  15  years  of  their  employment,  the  saving  would  amount  to  6H  days  per  year.  After  20  years  of  service,  there  -would  be  no  further  saving. 

4.  Net  effect  on  career  employees:  A  person  who  enters  the  service  under  the  present  system  and  is  employed  for  30  years  earns  780  days’  annual  leave.  Under  the  graduated 
system,  such  an  employee  would  earn  617  days.  This  reduction  of  163  days  is  equal  to  30  percent.  However,  fewer,  than  half  of  all  employees  who  enter  the  Federal  service 
remain  for  as  long  as  10  years,  so  the  total  net  reduction  would  be  greater  than  30  percent. 

5.  Administrative  aspects:  The  13-,  and  20-day  allowances  are  on  a  graduated  basis  at  the  rate  of  4,  6,  and  8  hours  per  biweekly  pay  period,  respectively. 


Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  the 
present  amendment  would  save  $250,- 
000,000  of  which  is  approximately  the 
same  sum  my  original  proposal  would 
save.  It  would  be  graduated  according 
to  length  of  service,  thus  conforming 
more  closely  to  the  practice  in  private 
enterprise. 

I  read  from  a  letter  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Johnston], 
dated  June  11,  1951,  from  Mr.  James 
M.  Mitchell  of  the  United  States  Civil 
Service  Commission: 

While  the  Commission  is  not  making  a 
recommendation  at  this  time  to  reduce  the 
leave  of  Federal  employees,  it  is  believed 
that  any  change  in  the  leave  system  should 
contemplate  a  graduated  scale  whereby  the 
amount  of  annual  leave  granted  employees 
would  be  related  directly  to  the  employees’ 
length  of  service.  In  the  Comission’s  opin¬ 
ion,  a  graduated  system  would  also  be  more 
equitable  to  career  employees. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  the  last  logical 
excuse  for  not  taking  action  has  now 
been  removed.  We  have  to  fish  or  cut 
bait.  There  has  been  stalling  for  over 
a  year  on  the  part  of  the  Civil  Service 
Commission,  and  there  may  have  been 
a  little  bit  of  delay  in  the  Senate;  I  am 
not  certain  about  that.  But  we  now 
have  a  chance  to  act. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  very  glad  to 
yield  to  my  genial  friend,  the  very  able 
dialectitian  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  KERR.  On  a  point  of  personal 
privilege,  I  hope  the  word  means  what 
I  think  it  does. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  means  one  who  is 
very  skilled  in  argument. 


Mr.  KERR.  I  was  hoping  it  had  a 
wholesome  meaning,  but  I  wanted  to  be 
clear  on  that  point.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor. 

With  reference  to  my  question,  does 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  eliminate  the  liability  of 
the  Government  in  the  future  to  pay 
the  employees  to  whom  the  amendment 
applies  for  accumulated  leave? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  think  the  Senator 
did  not  follow  the  very  interesting  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  Senator  from  Michigan. 
The  Senator  from  Michigan  pointed  out 
that  in  the  appropriation  bill  for  inde¬ 
pendent  offices,  there  is  a  provision  that 
accumulated  leave  cannot  be  taken  in 
the  future,  and  that  instead  an  employee 
must  take  all  the  leave  granted  in  a  par¬ 
ticular  year.  This  amendment  prohibits 
the  payment  in  this  year  of  more  than 
the  sums  indicated,  and  the  amendment 
of  the  section  in  the  independent  offices 
bill  prohibits  the  accumulation  of  claims 
in  the  future,  so  that  the  gate  is  com¬ 
pletely  locked  if  the  amendment  is  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  was  not  aware  of  the  fact  that  the 
amendment  discussed  by  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  had  become  law. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  think  it  is  well 
known  that  it  is  about  to  become  law. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  should  like  to  renew 
the  question  and  ask  the  Senator  if  the 
adoption  of  his  amendment  would  elim¬ 
inate  the  liability  of  the  Government 
to  the  employee  whom  the  Senator’s 
amendment  would  prevent  being  paid. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  effect  of  the  two 
amendments  would  be  just  that. 


Mr.  KERR.  Will  the  Senator  answer 
the  question  with  reference  to  his  own 
amendment? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  is  not  a  lawyer,  and  he  is  re¬ 
luctant  to  commit  himself  on  a  legal 
question. 

Mr.  KERR.  Would  the  Senator  like 
to  be  informed  with  reference  to  the 
matter? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  a  member  of  the  Supreme 
Court? 

Mr.  KERR.  No ;  and  he  does  not  need 
to  be  to  know  that  the  language  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  would  not  limit  the  liability  of 
the  Government  to  the  employee,  and 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  has  enough 
respect  for  the  law  to  cause  him  not  to 
vote  for  a  futile  and  a  foolish  thing. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  With  regard  to  the  point 
raised  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Michigan,  I  think  the  Senator  over¬ 
looked  a  vital  matter  in  connection  with 
the  independent  offices  bill.  Without 
suspending  the  rules,  it  would  accom¬ 
plish  exactly  what  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  seeks  to  accomplish. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays,  and  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  McPARLAND.  Mr.  President, 
the  subject  matter  which  I  had  intended 
to  discuss  has  already  been  covered  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Kerr],  I  do  not  think  there 
is  any  question  that  a  limitation  upon  an 
appropriation  bill  with  regard  to  the  ex- 
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penditure  of  money  does  not  change  the 
law,  and  we  would  be  doing  a  futile 
thing  by  adopting  the  amendment. 
There  is  no  question  in  my  mind,  and  I 
do  not  think  there  should  be  any  ques¬ 
tion  in  the  mind  of  anyone  else,  that  if 
a  man  who  had  served  his  country  in  the 
employ  of  our  Government  were  sick  for 
a  longer  period  than  that  specified  In 
this  limitation  on  the  appropriation,  later 
on  another  Congress  would  appropriate 
the  money. 

Furthermore,  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
state  that  it  is  unfair  for  us  to  try  at  the 
last  moment  to  change  the  law  by  limit¬ 
ing  the  expenditure  of  money.  The 
procedure  relating  to  sick  leave  and  an¬ 
nual  leave  of  employees  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States  has  been 
established  after  careful  study.  This 
proposal  is  much  more  important  than 
is  any  limitation  upon  annual  leave. 
When  we  are  dealing  with  the  service  of 
an  individual,  I  do  not  think  the  Senate 
should  vote  for  a  limitation  such  as  this 
without  giving  the  employee  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Government  em¬ 
ployee  does  not  have  to  be  heard.  It  is 
basic  law.  It  is  a  legal  obligation,  and, 
even  more,  it  is  a  moral  obligation. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  concede  that 
what  the  distiguished  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  says  is  correct,  but  it  might  de¬ 
prive  the  employee  of  being  paid  what 
was  due  him  at  a  time  when  he  needed 
the  money  for  the  support  of  his  family 
more  than  at  any  other  period  in  his 
life. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  applies  to  the 
merits  of  the  case;  but  the  basic  con¬ 
sideration  is  that  we  should  not  go 
through  the  back  door  to  violate  the  law. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  agree  with  the 
Senator. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  the  law  is  not  cor¬ 
rect,  let  us  amend  it.  The  Kefauver 
committee  has  been  investigating  crime, 
and  I  say  that  any  time  we  go  around 
by  the  back  way  to  avoid  the  law  we  are 
contributing  to  crime. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  And  we  are  failing 
to  fulfill  our  obligations. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  am  not  at  all  satis¬ 
fied  that  the  amendment  proposed  by 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  reduces  the 
liability  of  the  Government  any  more 
than  the  original  amendment  proposed 
by  him.  But  quite  aside  from  that,  al¬ 
though  I  know  it  is  quite  within  the  rules 
of  the  Senate,  I  think  it  is  a  great  pity 
that  an  amendment  so  important  as  this, 
which  proposes  to  change  the  entire  sys¬ 
tem  of  leaves,  both  for  vacations  and 
sick  leave,  should  be  presented  without 
giving  Senators  any  opportunity  what¬ 
soever  to  study  it  and  know  what  is  in  the 
amendment. 

I  do  not  know  what  is  in  the  amend¬ 
ment,  even  though  it  was  read.  It  was 
hastily  read  by  the  clerk.  I  doubt 
whether  many  Senators  on  the  floor 
know  exactly  what  is  proposed  to  be 
done  by  it.  And  certainly  if  Senators 
have  listened  carefully  to  the  reading 
of  the  amendment,  and  heard  it  clearly. 


they  have  had  no  opportunity  for  giving 
consideration  to  the  effect  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  change,  a  change  which  will  over¬ 
turn  a  system  which  has  been  in  effect 
in  the  Government  for  many  years.  I 
say  that  without  passing  on  the  merits 
of  the  proposal.  But  I  do  not  think  it  is 
right  to  submit  an  amendment,  so  wide- 
flung  in  its  implications  and  in  its  re¬ 
sults,  without  giving  the  Members  of  the 
Senate  an  opportunity  of  knowing  what 
they  are  considering  and  are  to  vote  on. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  I  call  to  the  attention  of 
the  Senate  the  fact  that  it  is  not  a  sim¬ 
ple  matter  with  which  we  are  dealing. 
It  is  a  matter  which  goes  deeply  and 
profoundly  into  the  hearts  and  minds  of 
all  Government  workers.  Hearings  are 
given  on  bills  which  come  to  the  Senate, 
in  accordance  with  the  custom  in  the 
Senate,  but  by  this  amendment  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  legislate  on  the  floor  without 
giving  the  committee  a  chance  to  act 
upon  the  subject. 

What  would  we  be  doing  thereby? 
Legal  minds  of  the  Senate  differ  as  to 
just  what  would  be  the  effect  of  the 
amendment.  Should  we  legislate  on 
something  about  which  we  are  in  doubt? 
The  only  thing  I  would  ask  is  that  the 
committee  be  given  time  to  look  into  this 
particular  question,  and  then  act  upon 
it  as  we  do  on  other  matters  that  come 
before  the  committee.  If  that  is  done,  I 
shall  be  satisfied  to  vote  on  the  matter 
when  it  is  reported  to  the  Senate.  Let 
Senators  amend  the  bill  to  suit  their  in¬ 
dividual  tastes  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  but  I  plead  with  Senators  not  to  do 
something  hurriedly  which  they  might 
regret  later. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  one  of  the 
things  I  have  come  to  respect  most  as  a 
Member  of  the  Senate  is  the  work  of  its 
committees.  It  has  been  my  privilege 
to  serve  on  three  of  the  great  committees 
of  the  Senate.  It  has  been  my  privilege 
to  observe  them  in  their  work. 

I  congratulate  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  on  his  re¬ 
mark  that  legal  minds  of  the  Senate 
differ  as  to  what  is  in  the  amendment. 
Prior  to  his  having  made  that  statement 
I  hesitated  to  acknowledge  that  the 
amendment  was  not  entirely  clear  to  me. 
I  hope  I  have  a  legal  mind.  I  hope  I  have 
the  average  mind  of  a  Senator  who  has 
had  the  limited  service  I  have  had.  But 
I  doubt  if  more  than  a  few  Members  of 
the  Senate  know  as  much  about  every¬ 
thing  that  every  committee  of  the 
Senate  does  as  some  of  the  Senators 
seem  to  know.  There  may  come  a  time, 
Mr.  President,  when  I  will  feel  that  I  am 
competent,  without  a  hearing,  and  with¬ 
out  a  study,  to  vote  on  legislative  mat¬ 
ters  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  which 
either  have  not  been  heard  or  have  not 
been  acted  on  by  a  committee,  or  which 
are  in  the  process  of  being  heard  or  acted 
on  by  a  committee,  but  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  had  the  time  or  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  or  seen  fit  to  bring  them  to  the 
floor  for  consideration  and  action  by  the 
Senate. 

To  me,  Mr.  President,  it  is  unthinkable 
that  two  of  the  great  committees  of  the 
Senate  should  be  treated  in  the  manner 


which  the  adoption  of  this  amendment 
would  evidence,  especially  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  there  is  no  legal  mind  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate,  or  out  of  it,  that  will 
say  that  this  amendment  is  anything 
but  futile.  It  effects  no  saving  to  the 
United  States  Government.  It  goes 
through  the  motion  of  saying  that  em¬ 
ployees  who  are  on  sick  leave  beyond  a 
certain  period  of  time  shall  be  denied 
their  pay,  if  I  understand  any  part  of  it, 
but  at  the  same  time  leaves  the  Govern¬ 
ment  in  the  position  of  being  legally  in¬ 
debted  to  the  employee.  I  do  not  say 
that  that  is  an  end  which  should  not  be 
attained,  Mr.  President,  but  if  it  is  a 
worthy  end,  and  if  it  is  worthy  of  our 
support,  it  is  worthy  of  being  brought  in 
by  the  front  door  and  not  by  the  back 
door. 

Mr.  WELKER.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  wish  unduly  to  prolong  the  debate, 
and  it  is  rare  indeed  that  I  have  joined 
with  the  junior  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  McFarland]  or  the  senior  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr]  ;  but  I 
wonder  how  those  who  serve  as  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
Committee  feel  when  they  are  told  by 
this  amendment  that  they  do  not  have 
the  ability,  the  honesty,  or  the  integrity 
to  do  their  job  for  their  country  and  for 
the  Federal  employees.  I  do  not  like  it 
at  all,  and  I  am  sure  that  other  Sen¬ 
ators  who  serve  on  the  committee  do 
not.  When  they  see  an  amendment 
offered  which  is  conceived  in  error  and 
urged  upon  us  as  a  slanderous  attack 
upon  the  great  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  Johnston]  when  he  prom¬ 
ises  that  he  is  going  to  do  his  duty,  and 
all  the  members  of  the  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  Committee  have  promised 
that  they  would  do  their  duty  respecting 
this  matter. 

I  agree  with  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa.  I  am  a  country  lawyer,  and  I  do 
not  know  what  the  amendment  means. 
I  am  not  one  to  shoot  in  the  dark. 

Mr.  President,  I  say  it  is  about  time 
that  we  call  a  halt  to  all  this  acting  here; 
that  we  vote  down  the  amendment,  and 
leave  it  to  the  senior  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  and  his  committee  to  do  what 
is  right  in  the  premises.  I  am  sure  we 
want  to  do  what  is  necessary.  If  we 
adopt  an  amendment  such  as  this,  what 
is  the  use  of  the  committee  debating  the 
postal  rate  bill,  spending  hours  of  time, 
day  after  day,  on -it?  I  say  it  is  time 
to  call  a  halt  to  such  proposals.  We 
should  either  abandon  the  committee 
functions  entirely,  or  go  about  our  work 
in  an  orderly  way. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  for  a  moment  to  object  to  some  of 
the  insinuations  which  have  been  made 
here  this  afternoon  as  to  the  purposes, 
objectives,  and  intent  of  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas], 

The  senior  Senator  from  Illinois  has 
made  a  consistent  and  determined  effort 
to  bring  about  economy  in  Government. 
I  have  differed  with  him  on  many  oc¬ 
casions.  In  fact,  I  have  differed  with 
respect  to  the  majority  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  which  he  has  presented  to  the 
Senate  in  an  effort  to  promote  the  kind 
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of  economy  he  desires.  But  he  that  as 
it  may,  Mr.  President,  no  Member  of 
this  body  is  more  sincere,  a  finer  citizen, 
or  a  finer  Senator  than  my  friend  the 
senior  Senator  from  Illinois.  I  have  not 
supported  his  proposals,  but  I  deeply 
resent  any  insinuation  as  to  his  pur¬ 
poses,  his  motives,  his  convictions,  or  his 
ability. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  Did  the  Senator  hear  the 
senior  Senator  from  Illinois  intimate  or 
say  that  we  should  have  a  vote  on  this 
question  and  find  out  about  the  sincerity 
of  Members  of  this  body? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  My  only  reply  to 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  is  that  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  if  we  had  less  wrangling  here, 
and  less  insinuation  as  to  motives  of  Sen¬ 
ators,  we  would  accomplish  much  more 
in  attaining  the  purposes  of  legislation. 

I  know  the  senior  Senator  from  Illinois 
as  a  friend,  as  does  the  Senator  from  Ok¬ 
lahoma.  He  knows  that  he  is  an  able 
fighter,  a  great  debater,  with  a  keen 
mind  and  a  sense  of  deep  sincerity.  All 
I  am  saying  is  that  I  propose  that  the 
Senate  vote  on  this  amendment  on  the 
basis  of  its  merits  as  we  see  them,  with¬ 
out  in  any  way  impugning  the  motives 
of  any  Senator  who  proposes  an  amend¬ 
ment  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  further  yield? 

I  Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield, 
i  Mr.  KERR.  Then  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  recognizes  the  fact,  does  he 
not,  that  a  Senator  may  vote  against  this 
amendment  and  still  be  just  as  sincere  as 
its  author  when  he  votes  for  it? 

»  Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  will  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  that  Senators 
who  vote  against  this  amendment  will  do 
so  simply  because  of  what  the  chairman 
of  the  Senate  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Committee  has  said,  that  he  has  the 
right,  as  chairman  of  the  committee,  to 
have  legislative  measures  referred  to  his 
committee.  I  think  that  is  a  rather 
sound  position.  But  be  that  as  it  may,  I 
still  say  that  no  Member  of  this  body 
has  given  more  careful  examination  or 
detailed  analysis  to  the  budget  than  has 
the  Senator  from  Illinois.  As  a  friend 
and  colleague,  I  rise  to  support  his  hon¬ 
orable  intentions  and  purposes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  sup¬ 
pose  Senators  forget  about  hurt  sensi¬ 
bilities  for  the  moment,  and  let  us  get 
down  to  a  vote  on  this  amendment. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
said  nothing  with  respect  to  several  of 
the  amendments.  I  have  been  compelled 
to  vote  against  two  of  them  because  it 
seemed  to  me  that  the  savings  were  in¬ 
significant.  I  am  profoundly  favorable 
to  real  economy,  but  I  cannot  escape  the 
conclusion  that  we  do  our  cause  an  in¬ 
justice  and  weaken  it  before  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people,  by  insisting  upon  amend¬ 
ments  which  really  accomplish  very 
little  when  all  is  said  and  done,  assum¬ 
ing  the  utmost  good  faith  in  Offering 
them  and  the  highest  purpose  in  pre¬ 
senting  them  to  the  Senate. 

There  are  appropriation  bills  coming 
up  in  connection  with  which  there  could 
be  substantial  cuts.  If  the  Senate  is 


then  willing  really  to  effect  economies, 
we  can  get  somewhere  with  a  program 
which  will  at  least  lead  us  back  toward  a 
sound  financial  and  fiscal  system.  There 
must  be  cuts  in  the  appropriations  ahead 
of  us,  some  of  which  will  be  represented 
by  the  highest  brass  in  the  country,  but 
I  shall  not  hesitate  to  vote  against  them, 
because  I  am  confident  that  they  are 
asking  for  more  money  than  they  can 
wisely  or  intelligently  spend. 

There  is  to  be  a  big  appropriation 
asked,  totaling  almost  $10,000,000,000, 
for  foreign  aid  and  assistance.  The  acid 
test  of  whether  we  mean  to  bring  about 
any  economy  in  Government  will  come 
upon  such  big  appropriations,  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  which  large  amounts  of  money 
are  being  spent.  In  the  judgment  of 
sound,  thinking  men  and  women  in  this 
country,  we  shall  accomplish  little  ex¬ 
cept  to  discredit  a  good  cause  by  cutting 
off  a  little  here,  proposing  a  little  cut 
there,  and  making  other  minor  re¬ 
ductions. 

With  all  respect  to  the  Chair — and  I 
have  every  respect  for  the  Chair — I  am 
satisfied  in  my  own  mind  that  this 
amendment  is  clearly  and  unmistakably 
subject  to  a  point  of  order.  It  is  not  a 
question  of  limining  an  appropriation. 
It  is  not  a  question  of  denying  an  appro¬ 
priation  for  something  which  the  Con¬ 
gress  has  itself  authorized  by  law.  This 
amendment  proposes  payment  of  leave 
pay  on  a  basis  vitally,  definitely,  and 
radically  different  from  anything  writ¬ 
ten  in  the  law.  It  is  a  change  of  law. 
It  is  a  change  of  law  for  this  year,  but 
It  is  a  change  of  law.  This  amendment 
does  propose  legislation  on  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill. 

It  would  be  competent  for  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  say  that  there  shall  be  no  ap¬ 
propriation  made  to  pay  those  in  the 
departments  who  take  leave  of  absence 
this  year,  or  to  say  that  we  will  pay  for 
only  50  percent  of  it.  But  that  is  not 
what  this  amendment  does.  This 
amendment  provides  that  those  who 
have  served  for  5  years  shall  receive  so 
much;  that  those  who  have  served  a 
longer  time  shall  receive  more ;  and  that 
those  who  have  served  for  the  maximum 
period  stated  in  the  amendment  shall 
receive  the  full  amount  fixed  by  the  law. 

That  is  a  change  of  basic  law  in  an 
appropriation  act.  It  can  be  nothing 
else.  For  that  reason  alone  I  would  vote 
against  it,  because  I  do  not  believe  in 
general  legislation  upon  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  there  may  be 
some  legislation  presented  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  having  jurisdiction  of  this  sub¬ 
ject.  I  refer  to  the  committee  presided 
over  by  the  distinguished  junior  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Johnston]. 
I  have  every  faith  that  that  committee 
will  bring  forth  some  legislative  pro¬ 
posals  which  will  enable  us  to  vote  an 
honest  conviction,  and  not  vote  against 
a  strong  and  abiding  conviction  when  we 
are  presented  with  legislation  upon  an 
appropriation  bill. 

I  realize  the  condition  in  which  our 
country  finds  itself.  I  know  cuts  must 
be  made  in  appropriations.  It  will  not 
suffice  to  raise  ten,  fifteen,  or  twenty 
billion  dollars  more  in  Federal  revenues 
through  taxation.  Regardless  of  what 


is  raised  by  taxation,  there  will  still  be 
left  a  potential  deficit  at  the  end  of  1952, 
unless  we  also  reduce  expenditures  oy 
at  least  $6,000,000,000.  We  ought  to 
bring  to  bear  the  very  best  common  sense 
possible  in  this  most  important  juncture 
of  our  national  and  international  affairs. 

In  my  opinion,  we  are  proceeding  upon 
a  general  theory  which  is  suicidal.  It 
is  the  theory  of  allocating  all  of  our  raw 
materials  and  vital  materials  to  the  Mili¬ 
tary  Establishment,  at  a  time  when  the 
country  is  in  the  grasp  of  a  military  econ¬ 
omy.  What  does  it  mean?  It  means 
the  crucifixion  of  many  small  businesses; 
It  means  the  crcifixion  of  many  tax- 
facturers  of  farm  implements  and  tools. 
It  means  the  crucixion  of  many  tax¬ 
payers.  It  means  the  reduction  of  the 
Federal  income  itself,  because  of  the 
crucifixion  of  the  taxpayers  out  of  whose 
pockets  the  money  must  come. 

All  the  restrictions  which  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Banking  and  Currency  and  my 
good  friend  from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Maybank]  can  put  upon  prices  of  articles 
and  upon  wages  and  credit  will  not  fur¬ 
nish  the  answer,  if  there  is  not  a  sensible 
allocation  made  as  between  military  and 
civilian  demands. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  say  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Georgia  that,  as  he  knows,  he  and 
I  have  discussed  the  situation  on  many 
occasions,  particularly  recently.  I  can 
only  see  the  same  picture  that  he  sees. 
If  to  the  military  are  allocated  all  the 
steel,  all  the  copper,  and  all  the  alumi¬ 
num,  and  private  business  firms  through¬ 
out  the  country  must  curtail  their  pro¬ 
duction,  there  will  be  less  and  less  money 
raised  by  taxation.  Two  and  two  make 
four. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from 
Georgia  has  referred  to  farm-machinery 
production  being  cut  back,  to  allocations 
for  railroad  cars,  and  to  big  factories  in 
Michigan  having  to  materially  cut  back 
production.  I  am  in  thorough  agree¬ 
ment  with  what  he  has  said.  I  only  hope 
that  we  can  arrive  at  some  solution  be¬ 
fore  the  Defense  Production  Act  expires 
on  June  30.  I  am  of  the  opinion  that 
we  must  have  some  sort  of  controls.  I 
believe  we  have  a  good  act.  I  will  say 
further  that  the  administration  of  the 
act  has  been  pretty  poor.  To  my  way  of 
thinking  it  has  been  pretty  bad.  The 
fault  lies  with  its  administration. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina.  I  am  certain  that 
he  is  correct.  There  must  be  controls, 
but  controls  alone  are  not  the  answer. 
There  must  be  higher  taxes,  but  higher 
taxes  alone  are  not  the  answer.  There 
must  be  cuts  in  the  expenditures  by  the 
Government  if  wh  are  to  put  our  feet  on 
the  road  that  leads  back  to  sound  fiscal 
and  financial  policies.  Not  only  is  what 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  has  said  true,  to  wit,  that  the 
allocations  to  which  he  referred  would 
cut  into  our  revenues,  but  would  add  an 
irrepressible  force  to  inflation. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Unemployment,  too. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  And  unemployment. 
That  would  be  the  case  regardless  of 
controls.  Shall  we  not  approach  the 
problem  correctly? 
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I  have  every  respect  and  confidence 
in  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois.  I  believe  he  means  to  bring  about 
real  economy  in  our  spending,  and  with 
that  I  am  in  fullest  sympathy.  However, 
I  cannot  help  repeating  that  it  is  a  great 
mistake  to  fire  a  14-inch  shell  at  a  little 
sparrow,  even  though  it  is  desirable  to 
kill  the  sparrow  and  even  though  a  small 
amount  of  economy  is  effected  thereby. 
I  believe  we  would  bring  discredit  upon 
our  efforts  in  the  great  job  ahead,  and 
the  great  job  ahead  clearly  indicates 
that  we  can  effect  certain  economies  in 
the  ordinary  supply  bills. 

However,  if  there  is  to  be  a  $6,000,- 
000,000  saving  in  our  spending,  it  must 
be  made  somewhere  along  the  line.  The 
Military  Establishment  will  have  to 
make  savings.  It  is  absolutely  vital  to 
the  salvation  of  this  Nation.  As  yet  we 
are  not  in  a  world  war.  As  yet  we  are 
fighting  a  minor  war  in  a  limited  area 
of  the  world.  If  we  are  to  fight  that  war 
as  it  should  be  fought,  and  if  we  are  to 
make  real  cuts  in  appropriations  as  we 
should  make  them,  we  must  make  cer¬ 
tain  that  our  civilian  economy  will  not 
be  allowed  to  die,  at  a  time  when  it  is  so 
vital  and  necessary  to  have  the  money 
coming  into  the  Treasury,  and  when  it 
is  so  vitally  necessary  to  conserve  man¬ 
power  and  prevent  inflation. 

Mr.  President,  it  seems  to  me  that 
we  make  a  mistake.  I  rose  for  the 
purpose  of  saying  that  we  should  not 
override  one  of  the  standing  commit¬ 
tees  of  this  body.  It  is  a  committee 
which  has  been  trying  to  meet  its  full¬ 
est  obligation.  We  should  not  override 
the  committee  by  a  species  of  legislation 
on  an  appropriation  bill.  I  recognize 
the  soundness  of  limiting  appropria¬ 
tions.  However,  when  a  limitation  also 
becomes  legislation,  it  goes  beyond  the 
rules  that  should  be  followed  in  this 
body. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  shall  vote 
against  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  on 
page  41,  line  24. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS  and  other  Senators  re¬ 
quested  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered,  and 
the  Chief  Clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  announce 
that  the  Senators  from  Connecticut  [Mr, 
Benton  and  Mr.  McMahon],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Texas  [Mr.  Connally],  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  East- 
land],  the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Frear],  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Gillette],  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  O’Conor],  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Robertson],  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers]  are 
absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Ful- 
bright]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mur¬ 
ray]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  on 
official  business,  having  been  appointed 
a  representative  of  our  Government  to 
attend  the  International  Labor  Confer¬ 
ence  now  being  held  in  Geneva,  Switzer¬ 
land.  If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Montana  would  vote  “nay.” 


Mr.  WHERRY.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case] 
is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirk- 
sen]  is  absent  on  official  business,  and, 
if  present,  he  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Kem] 
who  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate,  is 
paired  with  the  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  [Mr.  Lodge]  who  is  necessarily  ab¬ 
sent.  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Missouri  would  vote  “yea”  and 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  would 
vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Martin]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Mil- 
likin]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bricker], 
the  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Cain],  the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Capehart],  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Cordon],  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Duff],  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  Flanders],  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hickenlooper],  the 
Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Malone],  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Sal- 
tonstall],  and  the  Senator  from  Kan¬ 
sas  [Mr.  Schoeppel]  are  detained  on  offi¬ 
cial  business. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  14, 


nays  56,  as  follows: 

Brewster 

YEAS— -14 

Jenner 

Taft 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Long 

Wherry 

Byrd 

Nixon 

Wiley 

Douglas 

Smith,  Maine 

Williams 

Ferguson 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Aiken 

NAYS— 56 
Humphrey 

Monroney 

Anderson 

Hunt 

Moody 

Bennett 

Ives 

Morse 

Bridges 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Mundt 

Butler,  Md. 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Neely 

Carlson 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

O’Mahoney 

Chavez 

Kefauver 

Pastore 

Clements 

Kerr 

Russell 

Dworshak 

Kilgore 

Schoeppel 

Ecton 

Knowland 

Smith,  N.  C. 

Ellender 

Langer 

Sparkman 

George 

Lehman 

Stennis 

Green 

Magnuson 

Thye 

Hayden 

Maybank 

Tobey 

Hendrickson 

McCarran 

Underwood 

Hennings*' 

McCarthy 

Watkins 

Hill 

McClellan 

Welker 

Hoey 

McFarland 

Young 

Holland 

McKellar 

NOT  VOTING— 

-26 

Benton 

Eastland 

Martin 

Bricker 

Flanders 

McMahon 

Cain 

Frear 

Millikin 

Capehart 

Fulbright 

Murray 

Case 

Gillette 

O’Conor 

Connally 

Hickenlooper 

Robertson 

Cordon 

Kem 

Saltonstall 

Dirksen 

Lodge 

Smathers 

DuS 

Malone 

So  Mr.  Douglas’  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Un¬ 
derwood  in  the  chair).  The  bill  is  open 
to  further  amendment. 

If  there  is  no  further  amendment  to 
be  proposed,  the  question  is  on  the  en¬ 
grossment  of  the  amendments  and  the 
third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed,  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is.  Shall  the  bill  pass? 


Mr.  NEELY.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  bill  (H.  R.  3709)  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Department  of 
Labor,  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and 
related  independent  agencies,  for  the 
fiscal  year  1952,  and  for  other  purposes, 
be  recommitted  to  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  with  instructions  promptly 
to  report  the  bill  to  the  Senate  in  the 
form  in  which  it  was  recommitted,  ex¬ 
cept  with  such  changes  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  make  the  sums  available  for 
expenditure  by  or  for  the  National 
Cancer  Institute,  mental  health  activi¬ 
ties,  tuberculosis  services,  venereal  dis¬ 
ease  services,  dental  health  activities, 
National  Heart  Institute,  National  Insti¬ 
tutes  of  Health,  Office  of  Vocational  Re¬ 
habilitation,  and  the  Children’s  Bureau 
identical  with  the  respective  amounts 
contained  in  the  bill  when  it  was  first 
reported  by  the  committee  to  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  HOEY.  Vote! 

(Mr.  NEELY  addressed  the  Senate. 
After  having  spoken,  for  a  few  minutes, 
without  completing  his  speech,  he  yielded 
to  Mr.  McFarland  to  propose  a  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement.  Mr.  Neely’s 
speech  will  be  published  hereafter  entire 
after  it  shall  have  been  concluded.) 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  NEELY.  I  gladly  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  was  not  trying 
to  get  the  distinguished  Senator  to  stop 
his  speech.  I  heartily  agree  that  the 
things  being  referred  to  by  the  Senator 
should  be  done,  but  I  do  not  know  that  it 
would  do  any  good  to  recommit  the  bill. 
What  I  wanted  to  ask  the  Senator  was 
whether  he  expected  to  finish  his  speech 
tonight  or  whether  he  wanted  to  con¬ 
tinue  tomorrow  and  have  the  bill  go 
over. 

Mr.  NEELY.  I  would  much  rather 
have  it  go  over  until  tomorrow,  if  that  is 
agreeable. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Does  the  Senator 
expect  that  he  will  take  quite  a  little 
time? 

Mr.  NEELY.  I  shall  take  some  time. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico? 

Mr.  NEELY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  of 
course,  I  want  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  to  have  all  the  time  he  actually 
wants  and  needs,  in  order  that  he  may 
properly  and  adequately  make  his  views 
known  to  the  Senate.  But  we  have  been 
considering  the  pending  bill  for  5  or  6 
days.  I  know  the  time  has  not  been 
taken  by  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  NEELY.  Only  10  lines  of  debate 
in  the  Record. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct.  Could 
we  not  come  to  some  agreement?  The 
only  thing  which  is  in  order  now  is  the 
motion  of  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia.  The  bill  has  been  read  the  third 
time,  so  nothing  else  can  come  up  except 
his  motion,  or  a  motion  of  a  similar  na¬ 
ture.  Can  we  agree,  if  we  go  over  until 
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tomorrow,  to  have  a  vote  on  the  bill  at 
some  particular  time? 

Mr.  NEELY.  If  I  may  be  given  1 
hour  in  which  to  discuss  the  motion 
made  by  me,  I  shall  be  glad  to  agree  on 
any  time  for  a  vote  which  will  be  satis¬ 
factory  to  the  other  Members  of  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  for  a  unanimous- 
consent  request,  with  the  understanding 
that  he  shall  not  thereby  lose  the  floor? 

Mr.  NEELY.  I  gladly  yield. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that,  when  the 
Senate  reconvenes  tomorrow,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
shall  have  the  floor  for  the  purpose  of 
discussing  his  motion — for  a  period  of 
how  long? 

Mr.  NEELY.  Not  more  than  1  hour. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  For  a  period  of  not 
more  than  1  hour,  and  that  the  oppo¬ 
nents  of  the  motion  shall  have  not  more 
than  I  hour. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  May  we  not  have  a 
definite  hour  fixed  at  which  to  vote? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  In  order  to  obtain 
an  agreement  fixing  a  time  for  the  vote, 
it  would  be  necessary,  under  the  rules, 
to  have  a  quorum  call. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  What  about  2  o’clock? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  restate  my  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest.  I  do  not  want  to  have  a  quorum 
call.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that, 
when  the  Senate  convenes  tomorrow, 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  shall  have  the  floor,  and  that  he  be 
limited  to  1  hour  in  which  to  discuss  his 
motion  to  recommit;  that  the  time  of 
the  opposition  to  the  motion  be  limited 
to  30  minutes,  and  that  the  time  on  the 
bill  be  limited - 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  should  like  15  min¬ 
utes. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  That  the  time  on 
the  bill  be  limited  to  30  minutes,  15  min¬ 
utes  to  a  side. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  would  bring  us 
to  2  o’clock,  would  it  not? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  That  would  be 
approximately  2  o’clock. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  It  would  mean  that 
there  would  be  a  vote  at  2  o’clock. 
Then,  if  agreeable,  will  the  Senator  in¬ 
clude  a  provision  that  we  have  a  vote 
on  the  bill  at  2  o’clock? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  We  must  first  vote  on 
the  motion  of  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  And  then,  after  that, 
we  must  vote  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Make  it  “not  later 
than  2  o’clock.” 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr'.  President,  in 
order  to  accommodate  everyone,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  rule  re¬ 
quiring  a  quorum  call  in  this  connection 
be  waived,  and  that  the  time  for  voting 
upon  the  pending  motion  and  for  voting 
upon  the  bill  be  fixed  at  not  later  than 
2  o’clock  tomorrow. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY  rose. 

Mr.  NEELY.  And  that  I  be  given  the 
time  indicated? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  j*nd  that  the  time 
of  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  be 


limited  to  an  hour.  He  will  have  the 
floor. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President, 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  I  call  at¬ 
tention  to  the  fact  that  as  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  request  is  made,  it  would 
seem  to  limit  the  debate  in  favor  of  the 
motion  of  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  to  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  alone.  It  is  possible  that  some 
other  Senator  may  wish  to  take  the  floor 
in  support  of  the  motion  of  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia,  and  I  think  the 
unanimous-consent  request  should  be  so 
stated  as  to  permit  such  additional  re¬ 
marks.  The  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  has  requested  an  hour,  so  that  the 
unanimous-consent  request  now  allots 
him  the  1  hour,  and  then  allots  1  hour  to 
the  opposition,  in  any  way  that  it  may  be 
divided. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Let  me  ask  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  whether  he 
would  be  willing  to  limit  the  time  for 
speaking  in  favor  of  the  motion  to  1 
hour,  the  time  to  be  controlled  by 
himself? 

Mr.  NEELY.  'No.  Mr.  President,  I 
hope  that  that  suggestion  will  not  be 
insisted  upon.  Some  of  the  ablest 
“hatchet  men”  in  the  Senate  have  been 
working  against  this  appropriation  bill 
For  almost  the  past  2  weeks.  I  think 
that  there  ought  to  be  an  opportunity  to 
discuss  the  bill  as  I  may  desire,  and  no 
one  yet  has  talked  right  out  in  meeting 
about  what  the  result  of  passing  the  bill 
in  its  present  form  would  be.  I  want  to 
make  the  explanation  so  specific  that  the 
wayfaring  man  can  understand  what  we 
are  doing  to  the  victims  of  cancer.  I 
want  it  understood  what  we  are  doing  to 
the  victims  of  heart  disease  and  mental 
diseases.  I  want  it  understood  what  we 
are  doing  to  all  the  various  classes  of 
people  from  whom  we  are  withholding 
the  services  of  which  they  would  be  de¬ 
prived  by  virtue  of  adopting  the  Fergu¬ 
son  amendment  and  other  amendments 
of  similar  nature. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  going  to  restate  my  first  unanimous 
consent  request,  and,  if  it  is  objected  to, 
then  we  simply  shall  have  no  unanimous- 
consent  agreement. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  a  moment? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Washington. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  may  say  there 
are  probably  three  or  four  of  us  who 
have  been  very  active  in  regard  to  some 
of  the  items  contained  in  the  bill,  and 
who,  because  of  the  legislative  and  par¬ 
liamentary  situation  have  not  had  a 
chance  to  express  ourselves  fully.  I  re¬ 
member  in  my  own  case  that  I  merely 
had  to  say,  “I  associate  myself  with  the 
remarks  of  the  Senators  from  New  York 
and  Alabama.”  We  might  desire  to  say 
something  on  the  Neely  motion.  It 
would  not  take  long  in  my  own  case, 
nor,  I  am  sure,  in  the  case  of  most  of 
us— possibly  5  or  10  minutes.  So  I  am 
hoping  that  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  will  include  the  1  hour  which  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  wants,  and 
also  provide  a  certain  leeway  in  regard 
to  time  in  order  that  we  may  be  heard. 


Mr.  McFARLAND.  How  much  time 
does  the  Senator  want? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  said,  in  my  own 
case,  I  would  need  but  5  or  6  minutes, 
possibly,  but,  in  any  event,  not  more 
than  10. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  would  be  willing  to 
let  Senators  who  intend  to  speak  along 
the  lines  suggested  by  the  Senator  from' 
West  Virginia  have  30  minutes  of  my  1 
hour. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  when  the  Senate  recon¬ 
venes  tomorrow  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  be  given  the  floor,  and  that  he 
have  1  hour  in  which  to  discuss  his  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit;  that  thereafter  the 
time  to  discuss  the  motion  to  recommit 
be  limited  to  30  minutes,  15  minutes  to 
the  proponents,  15  minutes  to  the  op¬ 
ponents,  and  that  the  time  for  discus¬ 
sion  of  the  bill  be  limited  to  30  minutes, 
15  minutes  to  the  proponents  and  15 
minutes  to  the  opponents. 

Mr.  NEELY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  make  it  30  minutes? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Reserving  the 
right  to  object,  if  the  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  would  make  a  unanimous-consent 
request  that  the  Senate  vote  on  this 
question  at,  say,  2  or  2:15  o’clock  to¬ 
morrow,  I  am  sure  that  would  provide 
ample  time  for  all  Senators,  and  there 
would  be  no  limitation  of  an  hour  on  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia,  or  a  limi¬ 
tation  of  3  minutes  on  some  other  Sen¬ 
ator. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President, 
there  is  opposition.  If  we  cannot  get  a 
unanimous-consent  agreement  we  shall 
recess,  if  that  is  all  right  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  NEELY.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  make  the  time  30  minutes 
instead  of  15  minutes,  I  believe  we  can 
agree  to  the  unanimous-consent  request. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  make  one  more  attempt,  and  only 
one.  I  am  not  going  to  stay  here  all 
night  propounding  requests. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  when 
the  Senate  convenes  tomorrow  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely], 
have  the  floor  and  that  the  time  to  dis¬ 
cuss  his  motion  be  limited  to  one  hour; 
that  the  time  thereafter  be  limited  to 
1  hour,  30  minutes  to  a  side;  that  the 
time  for  discussing  the  bill  itself  be 
limited  to  30  minutes,  15  minutes  to  a 
side,  the  time  to  be  divided  between  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez],  and  the  distinguished 
minority  leader,,  with  reference  to  the 
bill,  and  that  the  time  on  the  motion  be 
divided  between  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Neely],  and  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  unless 
he  favors  the  motion,  in  which  event, 
the  time  shall  be  divided  between  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  and  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  minority  leader. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCarthy.  Will  the  Senator 
accept  an  amendment  to  the  request, 
that  I  may  obtain  the  floor  immediately 
after  the  vote  upon  the  bill? 
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Mr.  McPARLAND.  I  cannot  add  that 
to  the  request.  I  do  not  believe  in  farm¬ 
ing  out  the  time.  I  am  trying  to  put  a 
limitation  on  the  debate,  which  will  give 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  obtain  the  floor. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Reserving  the 
right  to  object,  I  am  afraid  that  immedi¬ 
ately  after  the  vote  on  the  bill  tomorrow 
there  may  be  a  motion  to  recess  or  to 
adjourn  over  the  week  end. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  can  give  the 
Senator  assurance  that  I  am  not  going  to 
try  to  keep  him  from  speaking  by  making 
a  motion  to  recess  immediately  after 
the  vote. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  In  other  words,  I 
have  the  Senator’s  assurance  that  there 
will  be  no  such  motion  made  immedi¬ 
ately  after  the  vote  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  have  no  inten¬ 
tion  of  recessing  the  Senate  at  that  time 
of  day. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  the  bill  has 
been  before  the  Senate  for  at  least  a 
week.  I  have  been  in  attendance  most  of 
the  time.  I  have  listened  time  and  time 
again  to  the  senior  Senator  from  New 
Mexico,  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  plead  for  expediting  action.  He 
has  pointed  out  that  the  bill  involves 
very  vital  features.  It  is  unfortunate 
if  any  Member  of  this  body  has  found 
it  impossible  to  be  present  during  the 
debate,  but  if  we  are  to  take  a  week  or 
more  for  the  consideration  of  each  of 
the  12  regular  appropriation  bills,  I 
wonder  when  Congress  will  complete 
work  on  the  schedule  which  has  been 
presented  to  it,  even  as  late  as  this  morn¬ 
ing,  by  the  President  of  the  United  States. 
We  have  received  a  great  deal  of  criti¬ 
cism  about  sabotaging  the  work  of  this 
body.  I  wonder  that  the  senior  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  is  willing  to  accept  this 
kind  .of  an  agreement,  when  he  has  been 
pleading  for  the  past  week  for  expediting 
action  on  this  bill. 

Mr.  NEELY.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
not  yielded,  and  I  refuse  to  yield  for  that 
kind  of  a  speech. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  The  Senator  does 
not  have  to  listen  to  it. 

Mr.  NEELY.  I  said  nothing  about 
listening  to  it.  I  said  I  refused  to  yield 
for  that  kind  of  a  speech. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  May  we  have  a 
decision  on  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest? 

Mr.  McCarthy.  Mr.  President,  I 
offer  an  amendment  to  the  unanimous- 
consent  request,  and  I  hope  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  will  not  object  to  it.  The 
amendment  is  that  immediately  after 
the  vote  is  taken  on  the  bill,  the  junior 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  may  obtain  the 
floor. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  No,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  cannot  accept  that  amendment. 
That  is  farming  out  the  time  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  I  gave  the  Senator  assurance  that 
I  would  try  to  let  him  have  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  speak,  but  I  am  not  going  to 
as  far  as  his  amendment  would  go.  If 
the  Senator  objects,  I  will  withdraw  my 
request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  as  stated  by  the  Senator  from 
Arizona? 


Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  if 
there  is  anything  unreasonable  about  my 
request,  I  withdraw  it. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
do  not  like  to  agree  to  any  Senator  hav¬ 
ing  the  floor  at  any  particular  time.  The 
only  exception  I  ever  made  in  that  re¬ 
gard  was  when  a  Senator  was  speaking 
and  other  Senators  wanted  the  Senate  to 
recess.  If  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  were  speaking  at  this 
time,  I  would  extend  him  the  same  cour¬ 
tesy  I  would  extend  to  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia.  What  he  requests  is  not 
according  to  the  rules,  and  I  am  trying 
to  treat  all  Senators  alike. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  a  few 
weeks  ago  the  Senator  made  a  similar 
agreement  with  the  senior  Senator  from 
Texas. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  did  not  make  it. 
Mr.  LANGER.  It  is  a  simple  request, 
and  I  think  it  should  be  granted. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  want  to  take  the  time  of  the  Senate 
unnecessarily.  If  I  object,  I  shall  be  able 
to  get  the  floor  before  the  vote  on  the 
measure.  I  think,  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  I  am  serving  notice  that  I  wish  to 
speak  tomorrow,  and  no  other  Senator 
has  indicated  a  desire  to  speak  it  is  a 
very  reasonable  amendment  to  the 
unanimous-consent  request. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Let  me  say  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  that  I  have  no 
objection  to  his  obtaining  the  floor.  It 
is  a  matter  of  principle.  If  I  have  to 
agree  to  such  a  thing  it  will  be  with  re¬ 
luctance. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  I 
withdraw  my  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  as  stated?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  now 
that  the  agreement  has  been  entered 
into,  will  the  Chair  state  what  it  is? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  will  ask  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
to  restate  the  agreement. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  First,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  want  to  thank  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  for  not  object¬ 
ing. 

The  agreement  is  that  tomorrow,  when 
the  Senate  reconvenes,  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely]  will  have  the 
floor  and  his  time  to  speak  on  his  motion 
to  recommit  the  bill  will  be  limited  to  1 
hour;  that  thereafter  the  time  on  the 
motion  to  recommit  will  be  limited  to  1 
hour,  to  be  divided  equally  between  the 
proponents  and  the  opponents,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely]  to 
have  charge  for  the  time  of  the  propo¬ 
nents  and  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez]  to  have  charge  of  the  time 
for  the  opponents,  unless  he  favors  the 
motion,  in  which  event  the  distinguished 
Minority  Leader  shall  have  charge  of  the 
time  for  the  opponents;  that  thereafter 
te  debate  on  the  bill  will  be  30  minutes, 
15  minute  to  a  side,  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez]  to  have  charge 
of  the  time  for  the  proponents  and  the 
distinguished  minority  leader  to  have 
charge  of  the  time  for  the  opponents. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  more  interested 
in  the  time  element  than  in  anything 
else,  and  if  I  correctly  understand  the 


interpretation  of  the  agreement,  1  hour 
will  be  given  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  and  an  additional  hour  will  be 
allowed  to  discuss  the  motion  to  recom¬ 
mit  if  Senators  care  to  take  that  much 
time. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  The  total  time  on 
the  motion  to  recommit  may  be  up  to  2 
hours,  with  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  occupying  the  first  hour.  There¬ 
after  the  additional  hour,  if  used,  will  be 
divided  between  the  proponents  and  the 
opponents,  and  the  vote  on  the  motion 
to  recommit  will  take  place  not  later 
than  2  o’clock. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Thereafter,  30  min, 
utes  will  be  used,  15  minutes  to  a  side, 
for  what  purpose? 

Mi-.  McFARLAND.  For  discussion  of 
the  bill  itself. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  So  that,  2  hours  will 
be  available  on  the  motion,  and  if  they 
are  completely  used  they  would  take  un¬ 
til  2  o’clock.  Thereafter  there  will  be 
30  minutes  for  discussion  of  the  bill,  15 
minutes  to  a  side.  That  would  make  the 
maximum  time  for  a  vote  on  the  bill 
about  2 :  30.  Am  I  correct? 

Mr.  McFARLAND. .  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Are  we  to  vote  on 
the  motion  at2  o’clock? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Not  necessarily. 
There  may  be  a  quorum  call. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  distinguished  majority  leader,  be¬ 
cause,  in  the  confusion,  it  was  impossible 
to  tell  at  times  what  was  to  happen  at  a 
certain  hour.  Several  Senators  are  very 
much  interested  in  when  the  vote  will 
be  taken. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  one  thing  I 
should  like  to  say.  The  junior  Senator 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Hendrickson] 
told  me  he  had  a  very  important  engage¬ 
ment  tomorrow.  It  means  a  great  deal 
to  him  and  to  his  family.  He  would 
very  much  have  liked  to  have  the  Senate 
continue  tonight  and  finish  action  on 
the  bill.  I  urged  that  he  withhold  his 
objection.  I  told  him,  however,  to  use 
his  own  judgment.  I  personally  want  to 
thank  him  for  not  objecting  to  the  ar¬ 
rangement  which  has  been  entered  into. 
It  means  much  to  him  to  be  at  the  place 
appointed  for  him  to  be  tomorrow,  but, 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  he  is  such  an 
industrious  and  loyal  Senator,  I  suppose 
he  will  forego  keeping  his  engagement, 
and  remain  in  the  Senate.  If  there  is 
one  Senator  to  whom  the  orchid  should 
be  given  for  going  the  last  mile  to  help 
the  majority  leader  and  other  Senators 
interested  in  the  bill,  it  is  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Jersey,  who  did  not  object 
to  the  unanimous-consent  request. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 

I  thank  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Nebraska  for  the  statement  he  has  made. 

I  did  have  an  engagement  for  tomorrow. 

I  was  to  be  given  an  honorary  degree  by 
my  alma  mater,  Temple  University.  I 
was  on  the  point  of  objecting  to  the 
unanimous-consent  request.  I  have  seen 
Senators  on  this  floor  from  time  to  time  ' 
at  moments  similar  to  this  object  for 
purely  selfish  reasons.  So  long  as  I  am  a 
Member  of  the  Senate  I  shall  refuse  to 
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be  selfish  about  the  business  of  the 
Senate.  I  want  to  cooperate  with  the 
majority  leader  fully  at  all  times.  But 
I  think  that  other  Senators  from  now 
on  should  be  a  little  less  selfish  about 
their  own  notions  as  to  how  the  business 
of  the  Senate  should  be  conducted  at 
times. 

I  wish  that  statement  to  appear  in  the 

Record 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  Jersey  for  the  attitude  he  has  taken. 
I  will  say  to  him  that  I  do  not  think  any 
objection  he  would  make  to  anything 
would  be  made  for  selfish  purposes.  I 
express  my  appreciation  to  him. 

Now  that  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin 
has  returned,  I  wish  to  express  my 
thanks  to  him  also  for  not  objecting  to 
the  unanimous-consent  request.  I  will 
add  the  Senator  from  Idaho  to  the  list, 
and  to  make  it  unanimous  I  will  add  all 
other  Senators. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
in  case  I  should  be  absent  tomorrow  I 
now  want  the  record  to  show  very 
plainly  that  I  am  opposed  to  the  motion 
to  recommit;  that  I  am  wholeheartedly 
for  the  bill  as  it  is  now  before  the  Senate. 

EXECUTIVL  SESSION 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  executive  business. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  the  consideration  of 
executive  business. 

EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Un¬ 
derwood  in  the  chair),  laid  before  the 
Senate  messages  from  the  President  of 
the  United  States  submitting  sundry 
nominations,  which  were  referred  to  the 
appropriate  committees. 

(For  nominations  this  day  received, 
see  the  end  of  Senate  proceedings.) 

TREAT'S^  OF  FRIENDSHIP,  COMMERCE, 

AND  NAVIGATION  WITH  COLOMBIA— 

REMOVAL  OF  INJUNCTION  OF  SECRECY 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  lays  before  the  Senate  Executive 
M,  Eighty-second  Congress,  first  session 
a  treaty  of  friendship,  commerce,  and 
navigation  between  the  United  Sjmtes 
of  America  and  the  Republic  of  Colom¬ 
bia,  together  with  a  protocol  plating 
thereto,  signed  at  Washington  on  April 
26,  1951.  Without  objection,  the  injunc¬ 
tion  of  secrecy  is  removed  from  the 
treaty,  and  the  treaty,  together  with  the 
President’s  message,  will  be  referred  to 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations, 
and  the  President’s^  message  will  be 
printed  in  the  Record.  The  Chair  hears 
no  objection. 

The  President’6  message  is  as  follows: 

To  the  Senate  of  the  United  States: 

With  a  view  to  receiving  the  advice  and 
consent  o^  the  Senate  to  ratification,  I 
transmit,,  herewith  a  treaty  of  friend¬ 
ship,  commerce,  and  navigation  between 
the  United  States  of  America  and  the 
Republic  of  Colombia,  together  with  a 
protocol  relating  thereto,  signed  at 
Washington  on  April  26,  1951, 


I  I  transmit  also,  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate,  the  report  by  the  Secretary 
of  State  with  respect  to  the  treaty 

Harry  S.  Truman. 

The  White  House,  June  13,  1951. 

(Enclosures :  (1)  Report  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State;  (2)  treaty  of  friendship, 
;  commerce,  and  navigation,  with  proto¬ 
col,  signed,at  Washington  April  26, 1951.) 

EXECUTIVE', REPORTS  OF  A  COMMITTEE 

The  following  favorable  reports  of 
;  nominations  were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado,  from  the 
j  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 


merce: 


Wayne  Coy,  of  Indiana,  to  be  a  member  of 
the  Federal  Communications  Commission  for 
a  term  of  7  years  frowi  July  1,  1951  (reap¬ 
pointment);  and 

Franklin  J.  Miller,  and,  sundry  other  per¬ 
sons,  for  appointment  in  the  United  States 
;  Coast  Guard.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  there 
be  no  further  reports  of  committees,  the 
nominations  on  the  Executive  Calendar 
will  be  stated. 

SECURITIES  AND  EXCHANGE  COMMISSION 

The  Chief  Clerk  read  the  nomination 
of  Robert  I.  Millonzi,  of  New  York,  to  be 
a  member  of  the  Securities  and  Exchange 
Commission  for  the  remainder  of  the 
term  expiring  June  5,  1952. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  nomination^  is  confirmed. 

POSTMASTERS 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  read 
sundry  nominations^  of  postmasters  on 
the  calendar.  / 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  that  the  noihinations  of  postmasters 
be  confirmed  bn  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection, /the  nominations  of  postmas¬ 
ters  are  Confirmed  en  bloc. 

Mr.  J&cFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  be  immediately  notified  of  all  con¬ 
firmations  of  today. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

RECESS 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  As  in  legislative 
session,  I  move  that  the  Senate  stand  in 
recess  until  12  o’clock  noon  tomorrow. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  (at  7 
o’clock  and  5  minutes  p.  m.)  the  Senate 
took  a  recess  until  tomorrow,  Thursday, 
June  14,  1951,  at  12  o’clock  meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive  nominations  recei  /ed  by  the 
Senate  June  13  (legislative  day  of  May 
17),  1951: 

District  op  Columbia  Redevelopment  Land 
Agency 

Pursuant  to  the  provision  of  section  4  (a) 
of  Public  Law  492,  Seventy-ninth  Congress, 
approved  August  2,  1946,  the  Commissioners 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  nominate  the 
following-named  person  for  appointment  as 
a  member  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Re¬ 
development  Land  Agency: 

Francis  F.  Healy,  for  the  unexpired  term 
of  Edward  A.  Dent,  resigned,  which  term 
expires  from  and  after  March  3,  1954. 


United  States  Public  Health  Service 
The  following-named  candidates  for  ap¬ 
pointment  of  the  Regular  Corps  of  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Health  Service: 

To  be  medical  director  ( equivalent  to  the 
Army  rank  of  colonel),  effective  date  of 
acceptance 
Ralph  E.  Knutti 

To  be  dental  surgeon  (equivalent  to  the 
Army  rank  of  major),  effective  date  of 
acceptance 
Edward  G.  Hampp 

To  be  senior  assistant  dental  surgeon  ( equiv¬ 
alent  to  the  Arrrly  rank  of  captain) , 
effective  date  of  acceptance 
Carl  J.  Witkop,  Jr. 

To  be  assistant,  dental  surgeons  (equivalent 
to  the  Army  rank  of  first  lieutenant) ,  effec¬ 
tive  date  fSf  acceptance 
James  L.  Field  Anderson  F.  Williams 

Weldon  G.  Blodgette  Homer  F.  Stephens 
Judson,  C.  Hickey 

To  be  sanitary  engineers  (equivalent  to  the 
Atfmy  rank  of  major),  effective  date  of 
-< acceptance 
Harvey  F.  Ludwig 
John  H.  Ludwig 

To  be  junior  assistant  pharmacists  (equiv¬ 
alent  to  the  Army  rank  of  second  lieuten¬ 
ant)  ,  effective  date  of  acceptance 
William  T.  Nakaoka  Basil  P.  Ketcham 
Edward  L.  Schmidt,  Jr  Mario  C.  Baratta 
To  be  sanitarian  (equivalent  to  the  Army 
rank  of  major),  effective  date  of  accept¬ 
ance 

Ralph  L.  Perkins 

To  be  physical  therapist  (equivalent  to  the 
Army  rank  of  major),  effective  date  of 
acceptance 
Eleanor  G.  Loomis 

In  the  Army 

The  following-named  persons  for  appoint¬ 
ment  in  the  Regular  Army  of  the  United 
States  in  the  grades  and  corps  specified,  un¬ 
der  the  provisions  of  section  506  of  the  Officer 
Personnel  Apt  of  1947  (Public  Law  381,  80th 
Cong.),  title  II  of  the  act  of  August  5,  1947 
(Public  Law  365,  80th  Cong.) ,  and  Public  Law 
36,  Eightieth  Congress,  subject  to  physical 
qualification; 

To  be  major 

John  F.  Connole,  MC,  0411291. 

To  be  captains 

Maxwell  D.  Bentley,  MC,  01755218. 

William  E.  Froemming,  MC,  0466146. 

Robert  M.  Hall,  MG,  0435168. 

David  J.  LaFia,  MC,  0991900. 

John  F.  Miley,  MC. 

Thomas  G.  Nelson,  MC,  01736570. 

Robert  L.'Obourn,  MC,  0418579. 

James  J.  O’Donnell,  MC,  01718228. 
Clinton  A.  Piper,  MC. 

Spencer  B.  Reid,  MC,  01785579. 

Richard  A.  Rink,  MC,  0439904. 

James  E.  Shipley,  MC,  01756937, 

To  be  first  lieutenants 
Robert  I.  Cochran,  DC,  0982923, 

Harold  S.  Elliott,  DC,  0736495. 

John  E.  Flick,  JAGC,  0989982. 

Darwin  F.  Fuller,  Jr.,  DC,  02086818. 
Bueford  G.  Herbert,  JAGC,  0988322. 

Frank  Herbert,  Jr.,  MSC,  01997090. 

Malcolm  L.  McCain,  JAGC,  0989983. 

Ernest  B.  Mingledorff,  DC,  0937405. 

Harvey  W.  Phelps,  MC,  0975695. 

Harry  B.  Philp,  DC,  01185116. 

James  J.  Proyor,  Jr.,  DC,  0981268. 

Donald  L.  Shaneyfelt,  JAGC,  0549484. 
Robert  B.  Steiner,  DC,  02064995. 

Hugh  T.  Verano,  JAGC,  01118672. 

John  W.  Whelan,  JAGC,  0990930. 

Charles  A.  Zuccardy,  JAGC,  0529346. 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

June  14, 1951 

Ordered  to  be  printed  with  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  numbered 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Labor,  the  Federal 
Security  Agency,  and  related  independent  agencies,  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Labor,  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and  related 

6  independent  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

7  1952,  namely: 

8  TITLE  I— DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

9  OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

10  Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 


2 


1  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor  (hereafter  in  this  title 

2  referred  to  as  the  Secretary) ,  including  services  as  authorized 

3  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C. 

4  55a)  ;  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  (l)twe  one  passenger  motor 

5  vehicles  for  replacement  only;  teletype  news  service;  and 

6  payment  in  advance  when  authorized  by  the  Secretary  for 

7  dues  or  fees  for  library  membership  in  organizations 

8  whose  publications  are  available  to  members  only  or  to 

9  members  at  a  price  lower  than  to  the  general  public; 

10  (2)$1, 125,000  $ 1,000,000 . 

11  Salaries  and  expenses,  Office  of  the  Solicitor:  For 

12  expenses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  the  Solicitor, 

13  (3)11,650,000  $1,575,000. 

14  Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Labor  Standards:  For 

15  expenses  necessary  for  the  promotion  of  industrial  safety, 

16  employment  stabilization,  and  amicable  industrial  relations 

17  for  labor  and  industry;  performance  of  safety  functions  of 

18  the  Secretary  under  the  Federal  Employees’  Compensation 

19  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.  S.  C.  784  (c)  )  ;  performance  of 

20  the  functions  vested  in  the  Secretary  by  title  I  of  the 

21  Labor-Management  Relations  Act,  1947  (29  U.  S.  C. 

22  159  (f)  and  (g) )  ;  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  for  the 

23  work  of  the  President’s  Committee  on  National  Employ 

24  the  Physically  Handicapped  Week,  as  authorized  by  the 

25  Act  of  July  11,  1949  (63  Stat.  409),  including  purchase 
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of  reports  and  of  material  for  informational  exhibits;  and 
expenses  of  attendance  of  cooperating  officials  and  consultants 
at  conferences  concerned  with  the  work  of  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Standards;  $688,000  (  O.  of  which  not  more  than 
$604,870  shall  be  available  for  personal  services . 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Veterans’  Reemploy¬ 
ment  Bights:  For  expenses  necessary  to  render  assistance 
in  connection  with  the  exercise  of  reemployment  rights  of 
veterans  under  section  8  of  the  Selective  Training  and 
Service  Act  of  1940,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  0.,  App.  308) , 
the  Service  Extension  Act  of  1941,  as  amended,  the  Army 
Reserve  and  Retired  Personnel  Service  Law  of  1940,  as 
amended,  and  section  9  (h)  of  title  I  of  the  Selective  Service 
Act  of  1948  (50  U.  S.  0.,  App.  459  (h)  ) ,  and,  under  the 
Act  of  June  23,  1943,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  0.,  App. 
1472),  of  persons  who  have  performed  service  in  the 
Merchant  Marine,  (5)$277-,P00  $265,758  (6),  of  which  not 
more  than  $213,603  shall  be  available  for  personal  services. 

BUBEATJ  OF  APPRENTICESHIP 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  to  enable 
the  Secretary  to  conduct  a  program  of  encouraging  appren¬ 
tice  training,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  August  16,  1937 
(29  IT.  S.  0.  50) ,  (7)$2,69-A090  $2,578,682  (8),  of  which 
not  more  than  $2,153,049  shall  be  available  for  personal 
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BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
general  administration  of  the  employment  service  and  un¬ 
employment  compensation  programs,  including  temporary 
employment  of  persons,  without  regard  to  the  civil  service 
laws,  for  the  farm  placement  migratory  labor  program;  for 
cooperation  with  the  United  States  Immigration  and  Natural¬ 
ization  Service  and  the  Secretary  of  State  in  negotiating  and 
carrying  out  agreements  relating  to  the  employment  of  foreign 
agricultural  workers,  subject  to  the  immigration  laws  and 
when  necessary  to  supplement  the  domestic  labor  force; 
and  not  to  exceed  $10,000  for  services  as  authorized  by 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C. 
55a)  ;  (9)$4^635,500  $ 5,245,959 ,  of  which  (10>$7137500 
$ 1,513,765  shall  be  for  carrying  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  title  IV  (except  section  602)  of  the  Servicemen’s  Read- 
justment  Act  of  1944  (11 '}and  of  which  not  more  than 
$ 4,351,773  shall  be  available  for  personal  services . 

Grants  to  States  for  unemployment  compensation  and  em¬ 
ployment  service  administration:  For  grants  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  as  amended 
(29  U.  S.  O.  49-49n) ,  for  carrying  into  effect  section  602 
of  the  Servicemen’s  Readjustment  Act  of  1944,  for  grants 
to  the  States  as  authorized  in  title  III  of  the  Social  Security 
Act,  as  amended  (42  IT.  S.  C.  501-503) ,  including,  upon  the 


5 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


request  of  any  State,  the  purchase  of  equipment  and  the 
payment  of  rental  for  space  made  available  to  such  State 
in  lieu  of  grants  for  such  purpose,  and  for  necessary  expenses 
in  connection  with  the  operation  of  employment  office  facil¬ 
ities  and  services  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  (12)fl-65- 


560,000  $ 164,560,000 ,  (13)o/  which  not  more  than 

$64/, 03/  shall  he  available  for  personal  services,  and 

of  which  (14)^000,000  $5,000,000  shall  be  available 

only  to  the  extent  that  the  Secretary  finds  necessary 

to  meet  increased  costs  of  administration  resulting  from 

© 

changes  in  a  State  law  or  increases  in  the  numbers  of 
claims  filed  and  claims  paid  or  salary  costs  over  those 
upon  which  the  State’s  basic  grant  (or  the  allocation 


foi  the  District  of  Columbia)  was  based,  which  increased 


costs  of  administration  cannot  be  provided  for  by  normal 
budgetary  adjustments :  Provided,  That  notwithstanding 
any  provision  to  the  contrary  in  section  302  (a)  of 

the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  shall  from  time  to  time  certify  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  for  payment  to  each  State  found  to 
be  in  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Act  of 
June  6,  1933,  and,  except  in  the  case  of  Puerto  Eico 
and  the  Virgin  Islands,  with  the  provisions  of  section  303 
of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  such  amounts 
as  he  determines  to  be  necessary  for  the  proper  and  efficient 
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administration  of  its  unemployment  compensation  law  and 
of  its  public  employment  offices:  Provided  further,  That 
such  amounts  as  may  be  agreed  upon  by  the  Department 
of  Labor  and  the  Post  Office.  Department  shall  be  used  for 
the  payment,  in  such  manner  as  said  parties  may  jointly 
determine,  of  postage  for  the  transmission  of  official  mail 
matter  in  connection  with  the  administration  of  unemploy¬ 
ment  compensation  systems  and  employment  services  by 
States  receiving  grants  herefrom. 

In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  said  Act  of  June  6, 
1933,  the  provisions  of  section  303  (a)  (1)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  as  amended,  relating  to  the  establishment 
and  maintenance  of  personnel  standards  on  a  merit  basis, 
shall  apply. 

None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  title  to  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security  for  grants-in-aid  of  State 
agencies  to  cover,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  cost  of  operation 
of  said  agencies  including  the  salaries  and  expenses  of  officers 
and  employees  of  said  agencies,  shall  be  withheld  from  the 
said  agencies  of  any  States  which  have  established  by  legis¬ 
lative  enactment  and  have  in  operation  a  merit  system  and 
classification  and  compensation  plan  covering  the  selection, 
tenure  in  office,  and  compensation  of  their  employees,  be¬ 
cause  of  any  disapproval  of  their  personnel  or  the  manner 
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of  their  selection  by  the  agencies  of  the  said  States,  or  the 
rates  of  pay  of  said  officers  or  employees. 

Grants  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For  mak¬ 
ing,  after  May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  payments  to 
States  under  title  III  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended, 
and  under  such  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  to  be  charged  to  the 
first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year,  such  sums 
as  may  be  necessary,  the  obligations  incurred  and  the 
expenditures  made  thereunder  for  payments  under  such  title 
and  under  such  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  to  be  charged  to  the 
appropriation  therefor  for  that  fiscal  year. 

BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYEES’  COMPENSATION 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  necessary  administrative 
expenses  and  not  to  exceed  $46,000  for  the  Employees’ 
Compensation  Board  of  Appeals,  (15)$1-, 9 17,000  $1,887,- 
816  (16),  of  which  not  more  than  $ 1,618,499  shall  he 
available  for  personal  services,  together  with  not  to  exceed 
$122,000  to  be  derived  from  the  War  Claims  Fund  created 
by  section  13  (a)  of  the  War  Claims  Act  of  1948  (50 
U.  S.  C.  2012). 

Employees’  compensation  fund:  For  the  payment  of 
compensation  and  other  benefits  and  expenses  (except 
administrative  expenses)  authorized  by  law  and  accruing 
during  the  current  or  any  prior  fiscal  year,  including  pay- 
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ments  to  other  Federal  agencies  for  medical  and  hospital 
services  pursuant  to  agreement  approved  by  the  Bureau  of 
Employees’  Compensation;  continuation  of  payment  of  bene¬ 
fits  as  provided  for  under  the  head  “Civilian  War  Benefits” 
in  the  Federal  Security  Agency  Appropriation  Act,  1947 ; 
the  advancement  of  costs  for  enforcement  of  recoveries  in 
third-party  cases;  the  furnishing  of  medical  and  hospital 
services  and  supplies,  treatment,  and  funeral  and  burial 
expenses,  including  transportation  and  other  expenses  inci¬ 
dental  to  such  services,  treatment,  and  burial,  for  such 
enrollees  of  the  Civilian  Conservation  Corps  as  were  certified 
by  the  Director  of  such  Corps  as  receiving  hospital  services 
and  treatment  at  Government  expense  on  June  30,  1943, 
and  who  are  not  otherwise  entitled  thereto  as  civilian  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  United  States,  and  the  limitations  and  author¬ 
ity  of  the  Act  of  September  7,  1916,  as  amended  (5  U.  S.  C. 
796) ,  shall  apply  in  providing  such  services,  treatment,  and 
expenses  in  such  cases;  $30,000,000,  together  with  not  to 
exceed  $5,000,000  to  be  derived  from  the  War  Claims 
Fund  created  by  section  13  (a)  of  the  War  Claims  Act  of 
1948  (50  U.  S.  C.  2012)  and  to  be  available  for  pajunents 
pursuant  to  sections  4  (c)  and  5  (f)  of  such  Act,  which 
amounts  may  be  accounted  for  as  one  fund. 
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BUREAU  OF  LABOR  STATISTICS 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
work  of  the  Bureau,  including  advances  or  reimbursement  to 
State,  Federal,  and  local  agencies  and  their  employees  for 
services  rendered,  and  not  to  exceed  $15,000  for  services 
as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 
(5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  (1 7)$5-243,000  $ 5,371,352  (18),  of 
which  not  more  than  $4,530,755  shall  he  available  for  per¬ 
sonal  services. 

Revision  of  consumers’  price  index:  For  expenses  nec¬ 
essary  to  enable  the  Bureau  to  complete  the  revision  of  the 
Consumers’  Price  Index,  including  temporary  employees  at 
rates  to  be  fixed  by  the  Secretary  without  regard  to  the  civil 
service  and  classification  laws  and  the  Federal  Employees 
Pay  Act  of  1945,  as  amended;  and  services  as  authorized  by 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ; 
(19)$1;000-,OQ9  $1,125,000  (20),  of  which  not  more  than 
$991,323  shall  he  available  for  personal  services. 

women’s  bureau 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
work  of  the  Women’s  Bureau,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of 
June  5,  1920  (29  U.  S.  C.  11-16) ,  including  purchase  of  re- 
H.  R.  3709 - 2 
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ports  and  material  for  informational  exhibits,  (21)$&89;000 
$ 379,285  (22),  of  which  not  more  than  $ 317,581  shall  he 
available  for  personal  services. 

WAGE  AND  HOUE  DIVISION 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  per¬ 
forming  the  duties  imposed  by  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  the  Act  to  provide  condi¬ 
tions  for  the  purchase  of  supplies  and  the  making  of  contracts 
by  the  United  States,  approved  June  30,  1936  (41  U.  S.  C. 
38),  including  reimbursement  to  State,  Federal,  and  local 
agencies  and  their  employees  for  inspection  services  ren¬ 
dered,  and  for  expenses  of  attendance  of  cooperating  officials 
and  consultants  at  conferences  concerned  with  the  work  of 
the  Division,  (23)f8A)O0J)00  $8,365,304  (24),  of  which 
not  more  than  $7 ,119 ,227  shall  he  available  for  personal 
services. 

GENEEAL  PEOVISIONS 

Sec.  102.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 
salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  stenographic 
reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  for  examination  of  esti¬ 
mates  of  appropriations  in  the  field,  and  for  expenses  of 

l 

attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  function  or 
activity  for  which  any  such  appropriation  is  made. 

Sec.  103.  Not  to  exceed  5  per  centum  of  any  appro- 
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priation  in  this  title  may  be  transferred  to  any  othei 
such  appropriation  but  no  such  appropriation  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  by  more  than  5  per  centum  by  any  such  transfer: 
Provided,  That  no  such  transfer  shall  be  used  for  creation  of 
new  functions  within  the  Department.  . 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Labor 
Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 

TITLE  II— FEDERAL  SECURITY  AGENCY 

AMERICAN  PRINTING  HOUSE  FOR  THE  BLIND 
Education  of  the  blind:  For  carrying  out  the  Act  of 
August  4,  1919,  as  amended  (20  U.  S.  C.  101) ,  $115,000. 

COLUMBIA  INSTITUTION  FOR  THE  DEAF 
Salaries  and  expenses:  For  the  partial  support  of 
Columbia?  Institution  for  the  Deaf,  including  personal  services 
and  miscellaneous  expenses,  and  repairs  and  improvements, 
(25)$3907000  $374,537  (26),  of  which  not  more  than 
$ 293,805  shall  he  available  for  personal  services. 

FOOD  AND  DRUG  ADMINISTRATION 
Salaries  and  expenses :  For  necessary  expenses  for  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act,  as 
amended  (21  U.  S.  C.  301-392,  Public  Law  459,  approved 
March  16,  1950)  ;  the  Tea  Importation  Act,  as  amended 
(21  U.  S.  C.  41-50)  ;  the  Import  Milk  Act  (21  U.  S.  C. 
141-149)  ;  the  Federal  Caustic  Poison  Act  (15  U.  S.  C. 
401-411 )  ;  and  the  Filled  Milk  Act,  as  amended  (21  U.  S.  C. 
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61-64)  ;  including  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  (27)sevcn 
one  passenger  motor  vehicles,  of  which  (28)twe  one  shall  be 
for  replacement  only;  reporting  and  illustrating  the  results  of 
investigations;  purchase  of  chemicals,  apparatus,  and  scien¬ 
tific  equipment;  not  to  exceed  $2,000  for  payment  in  advance 
for  special  tests  and  analyses  by  contract;  and  payment  of 
fees,  travel,  and  per  diem  in  connection  with  studies  of  new 
developments  pertinent  to  food  and  drug  enforcement  opera¬ 
tions;  (29)$5j31 5,000  $5,172,975  (30),  of  which  not  move 
than  $4,218,475  shall  he  available  for  'personal  services. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  certification  and  inspection  serv¬ 
ices:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  certification  or  inspec¬ 
tion  of  certain  products  in  accordance  with  sections  406,  504, 
506,  507,  604,  702 A,  and  706  of  the  Federal  Food,  Drug, 
and  Cosmetic  Act,  as  amended  (21  U.  S.  C.  346,  354,  356, 
357,  364,  372a,  and  376),  the  aggregate  of  the  advance 
deposits  during  the  current  fiscal  year  to  cover  payment  of 
lees  by  applicants  for  certification  or  inspection  of  such  prod¬ 
ucts,  to  remain  available  until  expended.  The  total  amount 
herein  appropriated  shall  be  available  for  personal  services; 
purchase  of  chemicals,  apparatus,  and  scientific  equipment, 
and  the  refund  of  advance  deposits  for  which  no  service  has 
been  rendered. 
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fkeedmen’s  hospital 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for 
operation  and  maintenance,  including  repairs;  purchase  of 
one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replacement  only ;  furnishing, 
repairing,  and  cleaning  of  wearing  apparel  used  by 
employees  in  the  performance  of  their  official  duties ;  transfer 
of  funds  to  the  appropriation  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Howard 
University”  for  salaries  of  technical  and  professional  person¬ 
nel  detailed  to  the  hospital;  payments  to  the  appropriation  of 
Howard  University  for  instruction  of  nurses  and  actual  cost 
of  heat,  light,  and  power  furnished  by  such  imiversity; 
(3 1)$2,906,500  $2,631,500 :  Provided,  That  no  intern  or 
resident  physician  receiving  compensation  from  this  appro¬ 
priation  on  a  full-time  basis  shall  receive  compensation  in 
the  form  of  wages  or  salary  from  any  other  appropriation 
in  this  title  (32):  Provided  further,  That  the  District  of 
Columbia  shall  pay  by  check  to  Freedman's  Hospital,  upon 
the  Surgeon  General's  request,  in  advance  at  the  beginning 
of  each  quarter ,  such  amount  as  the  Surgeon  General  calcu¬ 
lates  will  be  earned  on  the  basis  of  rates  approved  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  for  the  care  of  patients  certified  by  the 
District  of  Columbia.  Bills  rendered  by  the  Surgeon  General 
on  the  basis  of  such  calculations  shall  not  be  subject  to  audit 
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or  certification  in  advance  of  payment ;  but  proper  adjustment 
of  amounts  which  have  been  paid  in  advance  on  the  basis  of 
such  calculations  shall  be  made  at  the  end  of  each  quarter: 
Provided  further,  That  the  Surgeon  General  may  delegate 
the  responsibilities  imposed,  upon  him  by  the  foregoing  proviso. 

HOWABD  UNTVEBSITY 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  the  partial  support  of  How¬ 
ard  University,  including  personal  services  and  miscella¬ 
neous  expenses  and  repairs  to  buildings  and  grounds, 
(33)12,525,000  $2,415,084. 

Plans  and  specifications:  For  the  preparation  of  plans 
and  specifications  for  construction,  under  the  supervision  of 
the  General  Services  Administration,  on  the  grounds  of 
Howard  University  of  a  pharmacy  building,  including  engi¬ 
neering  and  architectural  services,  advertising,  and  travel, 
$55,500,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

Construction  of  buildings:  For  construction  of  buildings 
on  the  grounds  of  Howard  University,  under  the  supervision 
of  the  General  Services  Administration,  to  remain  available 
until  expended,  as  follows: 

For  construction  of  a  pharmacy  building,  together  with 
alterations  and  installations  in  connection  with  such  con¬ 
struction,  including  engineering  and  architectural  services, 
and  travel,  $904,500; 

For  payment  of  obligations  incurred  under  authority 
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provided  under  this  head  in  the  First  Deficiency  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act,  1948,  as  amended  by  the  Second  Deficiency  Ap¬ 
propriation  Act,  1949,  to  enter  into  contracts  for  construction 
of  an  engineering  building,  $332,000. 


OFFICE  OF  EDUCATION 


Promotion  and  further  development  of  vocational  edu¬ 
cation:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  3  of  the 
Vocational  Education  Act  of  1946  (20  U.  S.  C.  15) ,  section 
4  of  the  Act  of  March  10,  1924  (20  U.  S.  O.  29) ,  and  sec¬ 
tion  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1931  (20  U.  S.  C.  30) 
and  the  Act  of  March  18,  1950  (Public  Law  462), 


(34) $48-,2^372#4  $ 20,017 ,760 :  Provided ,  That  the  appor¬ 
tionment  to  the  States  under  the  Vocational  Education  Act  of 
1946  shall  be  computed  on  the  basis  of  not  to  exceed 

(35) $  1-8, 048, 261  $19,847 ,760  for  the  current  fiscal  year 


O' A-  -Provided  further,  Thai  no  part  of  thin  appropriation 


shall  he 


m 


distributive 


oeeupationsT 


Further  endowment  of  colleges  of  agriculture  and  the 
mechanic  arts:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  22 
of  the  Act  of  June  29,  1935  (7  U.  S.  O.  329) ,  $2,480,000. 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
Office  of  Education,  including  surveys,  studies,  investigations, 
and  reports  regarding  libraries ;  fostering  coordination  of 
public  and  school  library  service;  coordination  of  library 
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service  on  the  national  level  with  other  forms  of  adult 
education;  developing  library  participation  in  Federal  proj¬ 
ects;  fostering  Nation-wide  coordination  of  research  materials 
among  libraries,  interstate  library  coordination  and  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  library  service  throughout  the  country;  purchase, 
distribution,  and  exchange  of  educational  documents,  motion- 
picture  films,  and  lantern  slides;  collection,  exchange,  and 
cataloging  of  educational  apparatus  and  appliances,  articles 
of  school  furniture  and  models  of  school  buildings  illustrative 
of  foreign  and  domestic  systems  and  methods  of  education, 
and  repairing  the  same;  (3 7 )$3 ,253,000  $3,397 ,706,  (38 )o/ 
which  not  more  than  $2,893,577  shall  he  available  for  'per¬ 
sonal  services,  and  of  which  not  less  than  $500,000  shall  be 
available  for  the  Division  of  Vocational  Education  as  author¬ 
ized:  Provided,  That  all  receipts  from  non-Federal  agencies 
representing  reimbursement  for  expenses  of  travel  of  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Office  of  Education  performing  advisory 
functions  to  said  agencies  shall  he  deposited  in  the  Treasury 
of  the  United  States  to  the  credit  of  this  appropriation. 

Payments  to  school  districts:  For  payments  to  local 
educational  agencies  for  the  maintenance  and  operation  of 
schools  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  30,  1950 
(Public  Law  874),  (39)^000,000  $40,000,000  (40): 
Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  also  he  available  for 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  6  of  such  Act. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


17 


(41)Grants  for  school  constructions  hor  grants  for  emer¬ 
gency  school  construction  to  school  districts  in  leder- 
aky  affected  areas  as  authorized  fey  the  Act  el 
September  93y  4-950  -(-Public  Law  81 5)-, ■  to  remain  avail- 
abie  until  expended,  $75,000,000,'  el  which  $25,000,000  is 
ler  payment  el  obligations  ineurred  under  authority  preluded 
under  this  head  in  the  Supplemental  -Appropriation  Aety 
d951 :  : Provided ,  Jhat  no  portion  el  this  appropriation  shah 
fee  available  ler  rehnfeursement  payments  under  section  -205 
-(e)-  -(4)-  el  such  Act  with  respect  to  school  facilities  com¬ 
pleted  before  July  4y  4951--:  Provided  further,  That  in 
determining  relative  urgency  ol  need  lor  purposes  ol  pre¬ 
scribing  under  section  909  -(d)-  ol  such  Aety  the  order  in 
which  certifications  for  payments  from  this  appropriation 
shall  fee  made  -(other  than  payments  in  liquidation  ol  con¬ 
tractual  obligations  incurred  prior  to  July  4y  4951)-,  the 
Oemmissioncr  shah  give  special  consideration  to  the  ex-tent 
to  -which  the  school  laeilitics  are  needed  in  the  interests  ol 
national  delensor 

SCHOOL  CONSTRUCTION 

For  providing  school  facilities  and  for  grants  to  local 
educational  agencies  in  federally  affected  areas,  as  authorized 
by  title  II  of  the  Act  of  September  23,  1950  (Public  Low 
815),  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $75,000,000,  of 
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which  $25,000,000  is  for  payment  of  obligations  incurred 
under  authority  granted  for  the  foregoing  purpose  in  the 
Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1951. 

OFFICE  OF  VOCATIONAL  REHABILITATION 

Payments  to  States  (including  Alaska,  Hawaii,  and 
Puerto  Rico)  :  For  payments  to  States  (including  Alaska, 
Hawaii,  and  Puerto  Rico)  in  accordance  with  the  Voca¬ 
tional  Rehabilitation  Act,  as  amended  (29  U  S.  0.,  ch.  4) , 
including  payments,  in  accordance  with  regulations  of  the 
Administrator,  for  one-half  of  necessary  expenditures  for  the 
acquisition  of  vending  stands  or  other  equipment  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  section  3  (a)  (3)  (C)  of  said  Act  for  the  use  of 
blind  persons,  such  stands  or  other  equipment  to  be  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  State  agency,  (4 2 )$20y  1-7-57000  $ 21,500,000 
(43),  of  which  not  more  than  $ 87,346  shall  be  available  for 
personal  services ,  and  of  which  not  to  exceed  $175,000  shall 
be  available  to  the  Federal  Security  Administrator  for  provid¬ 
ing  rehabilitation  services  to  disabled  residents  of  the  District 
of  Columbia,  as  authorized  by  section  6  of  said  Act,  which 
latter  amount  shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  in 
connection  with  providing  such  services  in  the  District  of 
Columbia:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  15  per  centum  of 
the  appropriation  shall  be  used  for  administrative  purposes. 

Payments  to  States  (including  Alaska,  Hawaii,  and 
Puerto  Rico) ,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For  making,  after 
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May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  payments  to  States  In 
accordance  with  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Act,  as 
amended  (including  the  objects  specified  in  the  preceding 
paragraph),  for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding 
fiscal  year  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary,  the  obligations 
incurred  and  the  expenditures  made  thereunder  to  be  charged 
to  the  appropriation  therefor  for  that  fiscal  year:  Provided, 
That  the  payments  made  pursuant  to  this  paragraph  shall  not 
exceed  the  amount  paid  to  the  States  for  the  first  quarter  of 
the  current  fiscal  year. 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  in  car¬ 
rying  out  the  provisions  of  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation 
Act,  as  amended,  and  of  the  Act  approved  June  20,  1936 
(20  U.  S.  0.,  ch.  6A),  including  not  to  exceed  $3,000  for 
production,  purchase,  and  distribution  of  educational  films; 
(44)$705,000  $ 675,620  (45),  of  which  not  more  than 
$ 558,220  shall  he  available  for  personal  services. 

PUBLIC  HEALTH  SERVICE 

For  necessary  expenses  in  carrying  out  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  0.,  ch.  6A) 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Act) ,  and  other  Acts,  includ¬ 
ing  (with  the  exception  of  the  appropriation  “Pay,  and  so 
forth,  commissioned  officers,  Public  Health  Service”)  pur¬ 
chase  of  reports,  documents,  and  other  material  for  publica¬ 
tion;  preparation  and  display  of  posters  and  exhibits  by  con- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10* 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


20 


tract  or  otherwise;  packing,  unpacking,  crating,  uncrating, 
drayage,  and  transportation  of  personal  effects  of  commis¬ 
sioned  officers  and  transportation  of  their  dependents  on 
change  of  station;  and  increased  allowances  to  Reserve 
officers  for  foreign  service ;  as  follows : 

Venereal  diseases:  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  sections 
314  (a)  and  363  of  the  Act  with  respect  to  venereal  diseases 
including  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  centers  for  the 
diagnosis,  treatment,  support,  and  clothing  of  persons  afflicted 
with  venereal  diseases ;  transportation  and  subsistence  of  such 
persons  and  their  attendants  to  and  from  the  place  of  treat¬ 
ment  or  allowance  in  lieu  thereof;  diagnosis  and  treatment 
(including  emergency  treatment  for  other  illnesses)  of  such 
persons  through  contracts  with  physicians  and  hospitals  and 
other  appropriate  institutions;  fees  for  case  finding  and 
referral  to  such  centers  of  voluntary  patients;  reasonable 
expenses  of  preparing  remains  or  burial  of  deceased  patients ; 
recreational  supplies  and  equipment;  leasing  of  facilities 
and  repair  and  alteration  of  leased  facilities;  the  purchase  of 
not  to  exceed  (46)fifteen  seven  passenger  motor  vehicles  for 
replacement  only,  and  for  grants  of  money,  services,  supplies, 
equipment,  and  use  of  facilities  to  States,  as  defined  in  the 
Act,  and  with  the  approval  of  the  respective  State  health 
authorities,  to  counties,  health  districts,  and  other  political 
subdivisions  of  the  States,  for  the  foregoing  purposes,  in  such 
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amounts  and  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Surgeon 
General  may  determine;  (47)$4  1,700, 000  $ 11,653,360 
(48),  of  which  not  more  than  $2,786,157  shall  be  available 
for  personal  services. 

Tuberculosis:  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  section  314 
(b)  of  the  Act,  (49)$87745,000  $8,887,351  (50),  of  which 
not  more  than  $2,140,323  shall  be  available  for  personal 
services. 

Assistance  to  States,  general:  To  carry  out  the  purposes 
of  section  314  (c)  of  the  Act;  to  provide  consultative  serv¬ 
ices  to  States  pursuant  to  section  311  of  the  Act;  to  make 
field  investigations  and  demonstrations  pursuant  to  section 
301  of  the  Act;  and  to  provide  for  collecting  and  compiling 
mortality,  morbidity,  and  vital  statistics  (including  procure¬ 
ment  by  contract  of  transcripts  of  State,  municipal,  and  other 
records) ,  including  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  (51)teft 
five  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only;  $15,- 
960,000  (52),  of  which  not  more  than  $1,900,944  shall  be 
available  for  personal  services. 

Communicable  diseases:  To  carry  out,  except  as  other¬ 
wise  provided  for,  those  provisions  of  sections  301,  311,  361, 
and  704  of  the  Act  relating  to  the  prevention  and  suppression 
of  communicable  and  preventable  diseases,  and  the  interstate 
transmission  and  spread  thereof,  including  the  purchase. 
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erection,  and  maintenance  of  portable  buildings ;  the  purchase 
of  not  to  exceed  (53)twenty  ten  passenger  motor  vehicles 
and  two  aircraft  for  replacement  only;  and  hire,  maintenance, 
and  operation  of  aircraft;  (54)$6tQ90tQ00  $5,915,747  (55), 
of  which  not  more  than  $4,450,816  shall  he  available  for 
'personal  services. 

Engineering,  sanitation,  and  industrial  hygiene:  For 
expenses,  not  otherwise  provided,  necessary  to  carry  out 
those  provisions  of  sections  301,  311,  and  361  of  the  Act 
relating  to  sanitation  and  other  aspects  of  environmental 
health,  including  enforcement  of  applicable  quarantine  laws 
and  interstate  quarantine  regulations,  and  for  carrying  out 
the  purposes  of  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  (33  U.  S.  C. 
466-466  (j) ) ,  including  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  (56)eleven 
passenger  ureter  vehicles,  ef  which  nine  shall  he  fee  replace¬ 
ment  enly  four  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only, 
(57)$3,710,000  $3,648,158  (58),  of  which  not  more  than 
$ 2,885,004  shall  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Grants,  water  pollution  control:  For  grants  to  carry  out 
section  8  (a)  of  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  (33  U.  S. 
C.  466-466  (j)),  $900,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

Disease  and  sanitation  investigations  and  control,  Terri¬ 
tory  of  Alaska:  To  enable  the  Surgeon  General  to  conduct 
in  the  Service,  and  to  cooperate  with  and  assist  the  Territory 
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of  Alaska  in  the  conduct  of,  activities  necessary  in  the  inves¬ 
tigation,  prevention,  treatment,  and  control  of  diseases,  and 
the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  health  and  sanitation 
services  pursuant  to  and  for  the  purposes  specified  in  sections 
301,  311,  314  (without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  sub¬ 
sections  (d) ,  (f) ,  (h) ,  and  (j)  and  the  limitations  set  forth 
in  subsection  (c)  of  such  section),  361,  363,  and  704  of 
the  Act,  including  the  purchase  of  one  passenger  motor 
vehicle,  and  hire,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  aircraft, 
(59)$-l7-234,000  $1,211,129  (60),  of  which  not  more  than 
$434,547  shall  be  available  for  personal  services :  Provided, 
That  property  of  the  Public  Health  Service  located  in  Alaska 
and  used  in  carrying  out  the  activities  herein  authorized  may 
be  transferred,  without  reimbursement,  to  the  Territory  of 
Alaska  at  the  discretion  of  the  Surgeon  General. 

Buildings  and  facilities,  Cincinnati,  Ohio:  For  payment 
of  obligations  incurred  pursuant  to  authority  granted  under 
the  head  “Buildings  and  facilities,  Cincinnati,  Ohio,”  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  Administration,  in  the  Independent  Offices 
Appropriation  Act,  1951,  $2,400,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

Grants  for  hospital  construction:  For  payments  for  hos¬ 
pital  construction  under  part  C,  title  VI,  of  the  Act,  as 
amended,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  (61)$175,- 
000,000  $195,000,000,  of  which  $100,000,000  is  for  pay- 
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1  ment  of  obligations  incurred  under  authority  heretofore 

2  granted  under  this  head:  Provided,  That  allotments  under 

3  such  part  0  to  the  several  States  for  the  current  fiscal  year 

4  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  an  amount  equal  to  that  part 

5  of  the  appropriation  granted  herein  which  is  available  for 

6  new  obligations. 

7  Salaries  and  expenses,  hospital  construction  services: 

8  For  salaries  and  expenses  incident  to  carrying  out  title  VI 

9  of  the  Act,  as  amended,  including  the  purchase  of  not  to 

10  exceed  (62)tbree  passenger  meter  vehicles  one  'passenger 

11  motor  vehicle  for  replacement  only  (63)$4r495>000  $1,166,- 

12  465  (04),  of  which  not  more  than  $1,017 ,165  shall  he 

13  available  for  personal  services. 

11  Hospitals  and  medical  care:  For  carrying  out  the  func- 

15  tions  of  the  Public  Health  Service  under  the  Act  of  August  8, 
10  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  150),  and  under  sections  321,  322,  324, 
1^  326,  331,  332,  341,  343,  344,  502,  504,  and  710  of  the 

16  Public  Health  Service  Act,  and  Executive  Order  9079  of 

19  February  26,  1942,  including  purchase  and  exchange  of  farm 

20  products  and  livestock;  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  (65)fiftccn 

21  nine  passenger  motor  vehicles,  including  four  ambulances,  for 

22  replacement  only;  and  firearms  and  ammunitions;  $30,200,- 

20  000:  Provided,  That  when  the  Public  Health  Service  estab- 

21  lislies  or  operates  a  health  service  program  for  any  department 
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or  agency,  payment  for  the  estimated  cost  shall  be  made  in_ 
advance  for  deposit  to  the  credit  of  this  appropriation. 

Foreign  quarantine  service:  For  carrying  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  sections  361  to  369  of  the  Act,  relating  to  preventing 
the  introduction  of  communicable  diseases  from  foreign  coun¬ 
tries,  the  medical  examination  of  aliens  in  accordance  with 
section  325  of  the  Act,  and  the  care  and  treatment  of 
quarantine  detainees  pursuant  to  section  322  (e)  of  the 
Act  in  private  or  other  public  hospitals  when  facilities  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  are  not  available,  including  insurance 
of  official  motor  vehicles  in  foreign  countries  when  required 
by  law  of  such  countries;  and  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed 

motor  vehicles  of  which  ten  shall  ho 


for  replacement  only  five  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  re¬ 
placement  only ;  (67)$2,990,000  $2,868,029  (68),  of  which 
not  more  than  $2,507,458  shall  he  available  for  personal 
services. 

National  Institutes  of  Health,  operating  expenses:  For 
the  activities  of  the  National  Institutes  of  Health,  not  other¬ 
wise  provided  for,  including  research  fellowships  and  grants 
for  research  projects  pursuant  to  section  301  of  the  Act;  the 
regulation  and  preparation  of  biologic  products ;  the  purchase 
of  not  to  exceed  (69)six  three  passenger  motor  vehicles  for 
replacement  only;  not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  entertainment  of 
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visiting  scientists  when  specifically  approved  by  the  Surgeon 
General;  erection  of  temporary  structures;  and  grants  of 
adrenocorticotropic  hormone  (ACTH),  cortisone,  and  other 
chemical  substances,  and  for  development  of  other  related 
compounds;  (7 0)$1 575007000  $ 15,559,973  (71),  of  which 
not  more  than  $4,560,505  shall  he  available  for  personal 
services . 

National  Cancer  Institute:  To  enable  the  Surgeon 
General,  upon  the  recommendations  of  the  National  Ad¬ 
visory  Cancer  Council,  to  make  grants-in-aid  for  research 
and  training  projects  relating  to  cancer;  to  cooperate  with 
State  health  agencies,  and  other  public  and  private  non¬ 
profit  institutions,  in  the  prevention,  control,  and  eradica¬ 
tion  of  cancer  by  providing  consultative  services,  demonstra¬ 
tions,  and  grants-in-aid;  for  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed 
(72)feur  two  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only; 
and  to  otherwise  carry  out  the  provisions  of  title  IV,  part  A, 
of  the  Act;  (73)$4-97500,000  $19,805,171  (74),  of  which 
not  more  than  $2,694,760  shall  he  available  for  personal 
services,  of  which  not  less  than  $4,625,000  shall  be  available 
exclusively  for  payment  of  obligations  for  research  and  train¬ 
ing  grants  incurred  under  authority  heretofore  granted  under 
this  head. 

Mental  health  activities:  Eor  expenses  necessary  for 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  sections  301,  302,  303,  311, 
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312,  and  314  (c)  of  the  Act  with  respect  to  mental  diseases, 
(75)$40t3 00,000  $10,737 ,974  (76),  of  which  not  more  than 
$1,178,489  shall  be  available  for  personal  services,  of  which 
not  less  than  $573,000  shall  he  available  exclusively  for 
payment  of  obligations  for  research  and  training  grants 
incurred  under  authority  heretofore  granted  under  this  head. 

National  Heart  Institute:  For  expenses  necessary  to 
carry  on  the  purposes  of  the  National  Heart  Act,  including 
the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  (77)twe  passenger  mote? 
vehicles  one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replacement  only, 
(7 8)$4O70O070Q0  $10,072,982  (79),  of  which  not  more 
than  $1,463,333  shall  be  available  for  personal  services . 

Dental  health  activities:  For  expenses  not  otherwise 
provided  for,  necessary  to  enable  the  Surgeon  General  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Act  with  respect  to  dental 
diseases  and  conditions,  (8  0)$4t500--000  $1,697,308 

(81),  of  which  not  more  than  $ 1,001,156  shall  be  available 
for  personal  services. 

Construction  of  research  facilities:  For  construction  of 
research  facilities,  to  be  transferred  (except  such  part  as  may 
be  necessary  for  incidental  expenses  and  purchase  of  equip¬ 
ment  by  the  Public  Health  Service)  to  the  General  Services 
Administration,  and  to  remain  available  until  expended,  as 
follows : 

For  continuation  of  construction  of  a  combined  hospital 
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and  research  building  as  authorized  under  this  head  in  the 
Federal  Security  Agency  Appropriation  Acts  of  1949  and 
1950,  (82)140,400,000,  $9,445,000  (83),  together  with 
$955,000  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  funds  provided  for 
the  construction  of  additional  auxiliary  structures  under  this 
head  in  the  Federal  Security  Appropriation  Act,  1951,  of 
which  $10,000,000  is  for  payment  of  obligations  incurred 
under  authority  heretofore  granted  under  this  head. 

For  payment  of  obligations  incurred  under  authority 
heretofore  granted  to  enter  into  contracts  for  construction  of 
auxiliary  service  area  structures,  as  authorized  under  this 
head  in  the  Federal  Security  Agency  Appropriation  Act, 

1950,  $300,000. 

For  payment  of  obligations  incurred  under  authority 
heretofore  granted  to  enter  into  contracts  for  construction  of 
additional  auxiliary  structures  as  authorized  under  this 
head  in  the  Federal  Security  Agency  Appropriation  Act, 

1951,  (84)$350,000  $250,000  (85):  Provided,  That  the 
Surgeon  General  is  authorized,  on  such  terms  and  conditions 
as  he  determines  are  appropriate  for  the  efficient  operation 
of  the  combined  hospital  and  research  building,  to  lease  for 
a  total  of  not  more  than  99  years  a  portion  of  the  present 
site  of  the  National  Institutes  of  Health  for  the  construction, 
operation,  and  maintenance  thereon  by  the  lessee  of  rental 
quarters  but  not  to  exceed  two  hundred  and  fifty  units  limited 
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exclusively  to  occupancy  of  employees  of  the  National  Insti¬ 
tutes  of  Health  and  necessary  related  facilities,  such  quarters 
and  facilities  to  be  constructed  and  operated  with  regard  to 
local  zoning  limitations,  but  to  be  subject  for  the  term  of 
the  lease  to  State  and  local  taxation  on  the  same  basis  as 
other  property  in  the  community:  Provided  further,  That 
not  more  than  $50,000  of  the  amounts  heretofore  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  construction  of  additional  auxiliary  struc¬ 
tures  under  this  head  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  by  the 
Public  Health  Service  for  the  preparation  of  plans  and 
specifications  for  the  construction  on  the  property  leased 
pursuant  to  the  preceding  provision,  such  expenditure  to  be 
repaid  by  the  lessee  and  credited  to  such  appropriation. 

For  purchase  and  installation  of  additional  equipment, 
supplies,  and  furnishings  for  structures  heretofore  provided 
under  this  head,  (86)$6, 6 10,000  $6,635,540  (87),  of  which 
not  more  than  $84,740  shall  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Commissioned  officers,  pay,  and  so  forth:  For  pay,  uni¬ 
forms  and  subsistence  allowances,  increased  allowances  for 
foreign  service  and  commutation  of  quarters  for  not  to  exceed 
one  thousand  five  hundred  regular  active  commissioned 
officers;  for  medals,  decorations,  and  retired  pay  of  regular 
and  reserve  commissioned  officers;  for  payment  of  claims  for 
private  property  lost,  destroyed,  captured,  abandoned,  or 
damaged  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States,  as 
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1  authorized  by  law  (31  U.  S.  0.  222c,  h;  42  U.  S.  C.  213)  ; 

2  and  for  six  months’  death  gratuity  pay  and  burial  payments 

3  for  regular  commissioned  officers;  (88)$1, 790,000  $1,861,- 

4  500  (89),  of  which  not  more  than  $ 731,500  shall  he  available 

5  for  personal  services ,  and  the  Surgeon  General  is  author- 

6  ized  to  advance  to  this  appropriation  from  appropriations 

7  made  available  to  the  Public  Health  Service  for  the  current 

8  fiscal  year  such  additional  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  for 

9  pay  and  allowances  of  the  officers  herein  authorized. 

10  Salaries  and  expenses :  For  the  divisions  and  offices  of  the 

11  Office  of  the  Surgeon  General  and  for  miscellaneous  expenses 

12  of  the  Public  Health  Service  not  appropriated  for  elsewhere, 

13  including  conducting  research  on  technical  nursing  standards 
11  and  furnishing  consultative  nursing  services;  preparing  in- 
15  formation,  articles,  and  publications  related  to  public  health; 
10  conducting  studies  and  demonstrations  in  public  health 
17  methods ;  carrying  on  international  health  activities,  including 
13  not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  entertainment  of  officials  of  other 

19  countries  when  specifically  authorized  by  the  Surgeon  Gen- 

20  eral;  and  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  (90)twe  passenger 
31  motor  vehicles  one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replacement 
22  only;  (91^850,000  $2,745,868  (92),  of  which  not  more 

no 

than  $2,320 ,514  shall  he  available  for  personal  services. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 


31 


SAINT  ELIZABETHS  HOSPITAL 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
maintenance  and  operation  of  the  hospital,  including  purchase 
of  not  to  exceed  (93)threo  passenger  motor  vehicles  one 
passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replacement  only,  clothing  for 
patients  and  cooperation  with  organizations  or  individuals 
in  scientific  research  into  the  nature,  causes,  prevention,  and 

treatment  of  mental  illness,  $2,135,000. 

•  « 

Major  repairs  and  preservation  of  buildings  and  grounds : 
For  miscellaneous  construction,  alterations,  repairs,  and 
equipment,  on  the  grounds  of  the  hospital,  including  prepa¬ 
ration  of  plans  and  specifications,  advertising,  and  super¬ 
vision  of  construction,  $136,500,  to  remain  available  until 
expended:  Provided,  That  any  part  of  this  amount  may 
be  transferred  to  the  General  Services  Administration. 

SOCIAL  SECURITY  ADMINISTRATION 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Federal  Credit  Unions: 
For  expenses  necessary  for  the  supervision  of  Federal  credit 
unions,  (94)$  1 75^000  $167,650,  together  with  the  aggre¬ 
gate  of  amounts  received  from  certificate,  supervision,  and 
examination  fees  collected  from  Federal  credit  unions  as 
authorized  by  law  (95),  of  which  total  sum  not  more  than 
$ 614,650  shall  be  available  for  personal  services. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


32 


Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Old-Age  and  Sur¬ 
vivors  Insurance:  For  necessary  expenses,  including  pur¬ 
chase  of  (96)four  two  passenger  motor  vehicles ;  and  furnish¬ 
ing,  repairing,  and  cleaning  of  wearing  apparel  and  equip¬ 
ment  used  by  building  guards;  not  more  than  (97)$58-,000,- 
OOO  $57,437,980  may  be  expended  from  the  Federal  old-age 
and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  (98),  of  which  not  more 
than  $48,697 ,378  shall  he  available  for  personal  services. 

Reimbursement  to  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  in¬ 
surance  trust  fund:  For  reimbursement  to  the  Federal  old- 
age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  for  administrative 
costs  and  for  benefits  paid  during  the  period  July  1,  1949 
through  August  31,  1950  to  the  survivors  of  veterans  of 
World  War  II  eligible  for  benefits  as  provided  under  section 
210  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  C. 
410) ,  $3,734,000. 

Grants  to  States  for  public  assistance:  For  grants  to 
States  for  old-age  assistance,  aid  to  dependent  children, 
aid  to  the  blind,  and  aid  to  the  permanently  and  totally 
disabled,  as  authorized  in  titles  I,  IV,  X,  and  XIV  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  0.,  ch.  7, 
subcli.  I,  IV,  and  X,  64  Stat.  477) ,  (99)$1,250,000,000 
$1,150,000,000,  of  which  such  amount  as  may  be  necessary 
shall  be  available  for  grants  for  any  period  in  the  prior  fiscal 
year  subsequent  to  March  31  of  that  year. 
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Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance: 
Por  expenses  necessary  for  the  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance, 
(100)$1-j463t100  $ 1,600,000  (101),  of  which  not  more  than 
$1,455,400  shall  he  available  for  personal  services. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Children’s  Bureau :  For  necessary 
expenses  in  carrying  out  the  Act  of  April  9,  1912,  as 
amended  (29  U.  S.  C.  18a) ,  and  title  V  of  the  Social  Security 
Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  C.,  ch.  7,  subch.  V),  including 
purchase  of  reports  and  material  for  the  publications  of 
the  Children’s  Bureau  and  of  reprints  for  distribution, 
(1 02)$l-j' 150,000  $1,500,000  (103),  of  which  not  more  than 
$1,238,900  shall  be  available  for  personal  services:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  no  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this 
title  shall  be  used  to  promulgate  or  carry  out  any  in¬ 
structions,  order,  or  regulation  relating  to  the  care  of  ob¬ 
stetrical  cases  which  discriminate  between  persons  licensed 
under  State  law  to  practice  obstetrics:  Provided  further, 
That  the  foregoing  proviso  shall  not  be  so  construed  as  to 
prevent  any  patient  from  having  the  services  of  any  prac¬ 
titioner  of  her  own  choice,  paid  for  out  of  this  fund,  so  long 
as  State  laws  are  complied  with:  Provided  further,  That 
any  State  plan  which  provides  standards  for  professional 
obstetrical  services  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  the  State 
shall  be  approved. 

Grants  to  States  for  maternal  and  child  welfare:  For 
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grants  to  States  for  maternal  and  child-health  services,  serv¬ 
ices  for  crippled  children,  and  child-welfare  services  as  au¬ 
thorized  in  title  V,  parts  1,  2,  and  3,  of  the  Social  Security 
Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  0.,  ch.  7,  subch.  V), 


$33,000,000 :  Provided,  That  any  allot¬ 
ment  to  a  State  pursuant  to  section  502  (b)  or  512  (b)  of 
such  Act  shall  not  be  included  in  computing  for  the  purposes 
of  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  sections  504  and  514  of  such 
Act  an  amount  expended  or  estimated  to  be  expended  by  the 
State  (105)-:  Provided  further-,  That  this  appropriation  shah 
he  allotted  on  a  pro  rata  basis  among  the  several  States  in 
to  tliO  fl.RlOlllltS  to  which  the  respective  States  are 


entitled  for  the  current  hseal  near  bv 


of  & 


O  O  1 

O  O  I- 


of  the  Social  Se  cor i  tv  Aet 


ts  of  4050. 


Salaries  and  expenses,  Office  of  the  Commissioner:  For 
expenses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  the  Commissioner  for 
Social  Security,  ( 1 06)$2497700  $200,000,  together  with  not 
to  exceed  ( 1 07)84-1 0,300  $100,000  to  he  transferred  from 
the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund. 

Grants  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For  mak¬ 
ing,  after  May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  payments 
to  States  under  titles  I,  IV,  V,  X,  and  XIV,  respec¬ 
tively,  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  for  the  first 
quarter  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year,  such  sums  as  may 
be  necessary,  the  obligations  incurred  and  the  expenditures 
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1  made  thereunder  for  payments  under  each  of  such  titles  to 

2  be  charged  to  the  appropriation  therefor  for  that  fiscal  year. 

3  In  the  administration  of  titles  I,  IV,  V,  X,  and  XIV, 

4  respectively,  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  pay- 

5  ments  to  a  State  under  any  of  such  titles  for  any  quarter 

6  in  the  period  beginning  April  1  of  the  prior  year,  and  ending 

7  June  30  of  the  current  year,  may  be  made  with  respect  to 

8  a  State  plan  approved  under  such  title  prior  to  or  during 

9  such  period,  but  no  such  payment  shall  be  made  with  respect 

10  to  any  plan  for  any  quarter  prior  to  the  quarter  in  which 

11  such  plan  was  submitted  for  approval  (108):  Provided,  That 

12  no  State  which  has,  by  legislative  enactment,  provided  the 

13  conditions  under  which  public  access  may  be  had  to  the  records 

14  of  the  disbursements  of  grants-in-aid  funds  shall  be  denied 

15  its  allocation  of  Federal  funds  under  titles  I,  IV,  X,  and 
10  XIV  if  such  State  has  otherwise  complied  with  the  governing 

17  statutory  provisions. 

18  OFFICE  OF  THE  ADMINISTRATOR 

19  Salaries,  Office  of  the  Administrator:  Salaries,  Office  of 
^0  the  Administrator,  ( 1 09)^2,050.000  $ 2,150,000 ,  together 

21  with  not  to  exceed  (1 10)$  103,000  $■ 413,000  to  be  trans- 

22  ferred  from  the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust 

23  fund:  Provided,  That  the  Administrator  may  advance  to  this 

24  appropriation  from  appropriations  of  constituent  organiza- 

25  tions  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency  such  sums  as  may  he 
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necessary  to  finance  the  regional  office  activities  of  such 
constituent  organizations. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Division  of  Service  Operations: 
For  expenses  necessary  for  the  office  of  the  Administrator, 
including  salaries  for  the  Division  of  Service  Operations;  and 
purchase  of  one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replacement 
only;  $711,500,  together  with  not  to  exceed  $123,500  to 
be  transferred  from  the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  in¬ 
surance  trust  fund  (111),  of  which  total  sum  not  more  than 
$ 402,045  shall  be  available  for  personal  services :  Provided, 
That  the  Administrator  may  advance  to  this  appropriation 
from  appropriations  of  constituent  organizations  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Security  Agency  such  sums  as  may  he  necessary  to 
cover  the  charges  for  services,  supplies,  equipment,  and 
materials  furnished. 

Salaries,  Office  of  the  General  Counsel :  Salaries,  Office  of 
the  General  Counsel,  (112)$  11 2,000  $396,478,  together 
with  not  to  exceed  $22,950  to  be  transferred  from  the 
appropriation  ‘‘Salaries  and  expenses,  certification  and  in¬ 
spection  services”,  and  not  to  exceed  $389,000  to  be  trans¬ 
ferred  from  the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  insurance 
trust  fund. 

Surplus  property  disposal:  For  expenses  necessary  for 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  subsections  203  (j)  and  (k) 
of  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


37 


1949,  as  amended,  relating  to  disposal  of  real  and  personal 
excess  property  for  educational  purposes  and  protection  of 
public  health,  (113)$4007000  $ 75,000 . 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  202.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 
salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  examination  of 
estimates  of  appropriations  in  the  field,  and  for  payment 
in  advance  when  authorized  by  the  Federal  Security  Ad¬ 
ministrator  for  dues  or  fees  for  library  membership  in 
organizations  whose  publications  are  available  to  members 
only  or  to  members  at  a  price  lower  than  to  the  general 
public. 

Sec.  203.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for 
salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  services  as 
authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 
(5  U.  S.  C.  55a). 

Sec.  204.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available 
for  salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  available  for  travel  ex¬ 
penses  and  for  expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  function  or  activity  for  which  any  such  ap¬ 
propriation  is  made. 

Sec.  205.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 
title  to  the  Social  Security  Administration  for  grants  in  aid 
of  State  agencies  to  cover,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  cost  of 
operation  of  said  agencies  including  the  salaries  and  expenses 
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of  officers  and  employees  of  said  agencies,  shall  be  withheld 
from  the  said  agencies  of  any  States  which  have  established 
by  legislative  enactment  and  have  in  operation  a  merit  sys¬ 
tem  and  classification  and  compensation  plan  covering  the 
selection,  tenure  in  office,  and  compensation  of  their  em¬ 
ployees,  because  of  any  disapproval  of  their  personnel  or  the 
manner  of  their  selection  by  the  agencies  of  the  said  States, 
or  the  rates  of  pay  of  said  officers  or  employees. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Security 
Agency  Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 

TITLE  III— NATIONAL  LABOR  RELATIONS 

BOARD 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 
National  Labor  Relations  Board  to  carry  out  the  functions 
vested  in  it  by  the  Labor-Management  Relations  Act,  1947 
(29  U.  S.  0.  141-167),  and  other  laws,  including 
expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  work 
of  the  Board  when  specifically  authorized  by  the  Chairman 
or  the  General  Counsel ;  and  services  as  authorized  by  section 
15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ; 
(1  14)-S8,Q0()t(AM4  $ 8,233,959  (115),  of  which  not  more 
than  $ 6,622,284  shall  be  available  for  personal  services : 
Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  to  organize  or  assist  in  organizing  agricultural  laborers 
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1  or  used  in  connection  with  investigations,  hearings,  directives, 

2  or  orders  concerning  bargaining  units  composed  of  agri- 

% 

3  cultural  laborers  as  referred  to  in  section  2  (3)  of  the  Act 

4  of  July  5,  1935  (49  Stat.  450),  and  as  amended  by  the 

5  Labor-Management  Relations  Act,  1947,  and  as  defined  in 

6  section  3  (f)  of  the  Act  of  June  25,  1938  (52  Stat.  1060). 

7  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “National  Labor  Relations 

8  Board  Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 

9  TITLE  IV— NATIONAL  MEDIATION  BOARD 

1°  Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 

11  National  Mediation  Board,  including  stenographic  reporting 

12  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 

13  1946  (5  U.  S.  0.  55a) ,  (116)$400,000  $394,247  (117),  of 

14  which  not  more  than  $299,307  shall  he  available  for  personal 

15  services. 

10  Arbitration  and  emergency  boards:  For  expenses  nec- 

17  essary  for  arbitration  boards  established  under  section  7  of 

18  the  Railway  Labor  Act,  as  amended  (45  U.  S.  C.  157) , 

19  and  emergency  boards  appointed  by  the  President  pursuant 

20  to  section  10  of  said  Act  (45  U.  S.  C.  160),  including 

21  stenographic  reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15 

22  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a) ,  (118)$4£Or 

23  OOO  $144,000  (119),  of  which  not  more  than  $114,000  shall 
21  he  available  for  personal  services. 
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NATIONAL  EAILEOAD  ADJUSTMENT  BOABD 

Salaries  and  expenses:  Tor  expenses  necessary  for  the 

* 

National  Railroad  Adjustment  Board,  including  stenographic 
reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a) ,  $600,000,  (120 )o/  which 
not  more  than  $ 460,774  shall  he  available  for  personal  serv¬ 
ices  and  of  which  not  less  than  $250,000  shall  be  available 
for  compensation  (at  rates  not  in  excess  of  $75  per  diem)  and 
expenses  of  referees  appointed  pursuant  to  section  3  of  the 
Railway  Labor  Act,  as  amended. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “National  Mediation  Board 
Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 

TITLE  V— RAILROAD  RETIREMENT  BOARD 
(121)Payment  to  railroad  retirement  account-:  Eor  an  annual 
premium  to  provide  for  the  payment  of  ah  annuities,  pensions ■, 
and  death  -benefits;  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Acts  of  4935  and  1-937,  as  amended 
-(45  45  Or  258-  228s)-,-  and  for  expenses  necessary  for  hie 
-Railroad  Retirement  Board  in  the  administration  of  said  Acts 
as  specifically  provided  for  under  this  title,  for  crediting  to 
the  railroad  retirement  account,-  an  amount  equal  to  amounts 
eovered  into  the  Treasury  (minus  refunds)  during  the  cur¬ 
rent  fiscal  year  under  the  Railroad  Retirement  Tax  Act 
-(28  45  gr  Or  -4500-1538) . 
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Railroad  retirement  account:  For  an  amount  sufficient 
as  an  annual  premium  for  the  payments  required  under  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Acts  of  August  29,  1935,  and  June  24, 
1937,  and  authorized  to  he  appropriated  to  the  railroad 
retirement  account  established  under  section  15  (a)  of  the 
latter  Act,  $562,534,409 :  Provided,  That  such  total  amount 
shall  be  available  until  expended  for  making  payments  re¬ 
quired  under  said  retirement  acts,  and  the  amount  not 
required  for  current  payments  shall  be  invested  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  said  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  June  24,  1937. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Railroad  Retirement  Board  (trust 
fund)  :  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Board,  including  not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  expenses  of  at¬ 
tendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  work  of  the  Board 
when  specifically  authorized  by  the  Board;  and  stenographic 
reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act 
of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ;  (122)$5,268,000 
$ 5,056,904 ,  to  be  derived  from  the  railroad  retirement  ac¬ 
count  (123),  of  which  not  more  than  $4,010,820  shall  be 
available  for  personal  services. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Railroad  Retirement 
Board  Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 
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1  TITLE  VI— FEDERAL  MEDIATION  AND 

o  CONCILIATION  SERVICE 

A 

3  Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the 

4  Service  to  carry  out  the  functions  vested  in  it  by  the  Labor- 

5  Management  Relations  Act,  1947  (29  U.  S.  C.  171-180, 
q  182),  including  expenses  of  the  Labor-Management  Panel 
7  as  provided  in  section  205  of  said  Act;  temporary  employ- 
g  ment  of  arbitrators,  conciliators,  and  mediators  on  labor 
9  relations  at  rates  not  in  excess  of  $50  per  diem;  expenses  of 

70  attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  labor  and  industrial 
44  relations;  and  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the 

42  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ;  (124)$279 19,000 

43  $3,047,000  (125),  of  which  not  more  than  $2,566,653  shall 

14  he  available  for  personal  services. 

15  Boards  of  inquiry:  To  enable  the  Service  to  pay  neces- 

16  sary  expenses  of  boards  of  inquiry  appointed  by  the  Presi- 

17  dent  pursuant  to  section  206  of  the  Labor-Management 

18  Relations  Act,  1947  (29  IT.  S.  C.  176—180,  182) ,  includ- 

19  mg  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August 

20  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  and  rent  in  the  District  of 

21  Columbia,  (126)$50,000  $48,750  (127),  of  which  not  more 

22  than  $ 23,750  shall  he  available  for  personal  services. 

23  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Mediation  and 

24  Conciliation  Service  Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 
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1  TITLE  VII— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

2  Sec.  701.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 

3  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salary  or  wages  of  any 

4  person  who  engages  in  a  strike  against  the  Government  of 

5  the  United  States  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organization 

6  of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike 

7  against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  who  ad- 

8  vocates,  or  is  a  member  of  an  organization  that  advocates, 

9  the  overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  by 

10  force  or  violence :  Provided,  That  for  the  purposes  hereof  an 

11  affidavit  shall  be  considered  prima  facie  evidence  that  the 

12  person  making  the  affidavit  has  not  contrary  to  the  provisions 

13  of  this  section  engaged  in  a  strike  against  the  Government  of 

14  the  United  States,  is  not  a  member  of  an  organization  of 

15  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike  against 

16  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  that  such  person 

17  does  not  advocate,  and  is  not  a  member  of  an  organization 

18  that  advocates,  the  overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the 

19  United  States  by  force  or  violence:  Provided  further,  That 

20  any  person  who  engages  in  a  strike  against  the  Government 

21  of  the  United  States  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organization 

22  of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike 

ryr 

23  against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  who  advo- 

24  cates,  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organization  that  advocates, 

25  the  overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  hv 
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force  or  violence  and  accepts  employment  the  salary  or 
wages  for  which  are  paid  from  any  appropriation  contained 
in  this  Act  shall  be  guilty  of  a  felony  and,  upon  conviction, 
shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $1,000  or  imprisoned  for  not 
more  than  one  year,  or  both:  Provided  further ,  That  the 
above  penalty  clause  shall  be  in  addition  to,  and  not  in 
substitution  for,  any  other  provisions  of  existing  law. 

Sec.  702.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
this  Act  shall  be  used  for  publicity  or  propaganda  purposes 
not  heretofore  authorized  by  the  Congress. 

(128)Sec.  t  ( K>.  No  part  of  any  appropriations  or  authoriza¬ 
tions  contained  in  this  Aet  shah  ho  nsod  to  pay  the  compcnsa- 
tion  of  any  incumbent  appointed  to  any  civil  office  or  position 
which  may  become  vacant  during  tho  fiscal  year  hoginning 
on  July  A  49 bf-r  Provided,  That  this  inhibition  shah  not 

apply 

“faf  to  not  to  exceed  2b  per  centum  of  ah  such 
vaeancics. 

-fh)-  to  positions  filled  from  within  the  agency. 

-(e)-  to  offices  or  positions  required  by  law  to  he 
filled  by  appointment  of  the  President  by  and  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate. 
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-fdf  to  nurses,  doctors,  or  other  medical  personnel,- 
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including  orderlies,  m  the  Public  Health  Sendee ;  Sh 
Elizabeths  Hospital  and  Freedmcn’s  Hospital. 

-fef  to  employees  m  grades  Or  H  €t  4-  and  & 

(129) 8 EC.  70S.  Each  appropriation  or  authorization  made 
by  this  Act  for  any  purpose,  of  which  a  specified  portion  is 
herein  made  available  for  personal  services,  and  each  amount 
so  specified  as  being  available  for  personal  services,  is  hereby 
reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to  5  per  centum  of  the  amount 
requested  for  personal  services  for  such  purpose  in  budget 
estimates  heretofore  submitted  to  the  Congress  for  the  fiscal 
year  1952. 

(130) &E(7.  704.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
this  Act  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  compensation  of  any 
civilian  employee  of  the  Government,  whose  duties  consist 
of  acting  as  chauffeur  or  driver  of  any  Government-owned 
passenger  motor  vehicle  (other  them  a  bus  or  ambulayice), 
and  any  funds  appropriated  in  this  Act  for  any  such  purpose 
shall  be  covered  into  the  Treasury  as  miscellaneous  receipts. 
(13  iys  ec.  705.  Where  the  number  of  passenger  cars  for  re¬ 
placement  only  is  reduced  by  the  provisions  in  this  Act  the 
total  number  of  passenger  cars  in  the  division  or  department 
concerned  will  be  reduced  by  a  like  number. 
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(132)  Sec.  706.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
this  Act  shall  he  used  to  pay  the  compensation  of  any  em¬ 
ployee  engaged  in  personnel  work  in  excess  of  the  number  that 
would  he  provided  hy  a  ratio  of  one  such  employee  to  one 
hundred  and  fifteen,  or  a  part  thereof,  full-time,  part-time, 
and  intermittent  employees  of  the  agency  concerned:  Provided, 
That  for  purposes  of  this  section  employees  shall  he  considered 
as  engaged  in  personnel  work  if  they  spend  half  time  or  more 
in  personnel  administration  consisting  of  direction  and  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  personnel  program;  employment,  place¬ 
ment,  and  separation;  job  evaluation  and  classification;  em¬ 
ployee  relations  and  services;  training;  committees  of  expert 
examiners  and  hoards  of  civil-service  examiners;  wage 
administration;  and  processing,  recording,  and  reporting. 

Sec.  (133)704  707.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Labor-Federal  Security  Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  April  18,  1951. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 

Passed  the  Senate  with  amendments  June  14  (legisla¬ 
tive  day,  May  17),  1951. 

Attest:  LESLIE  L.  BIEELE, 

Secretary. 
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that  our  gallant  forces  have  gone  forth 
to  defend  and  preserve  our  way  of  life. 

Today,  on  this  anniversary,  our 
soldiers,  sailors,  and  marines  are  fight¬ 
ing  alongside  the  armed  forces  of  other 
free  nations  to  preserve  the  light  of 
freedom. 

As  we  pause  to  pray  for  these  brave 
men,  let  \is  not  forget  that  each  of  us 
must  remain  eternally  vigilant  if  free¬ 
dom  is  to  prevail. 

With  our  united  support,  our  Armed 
Forces  will  secure  the  victory;  they  will 
match  the  record  of  all  those  brave  men 
who  have  loved  liberty  so  dearly  that 
when  necessary  they  were  glad  to  fight 
and  even  to  die  for  it. 

Regardless  of  political  beliefs,  this  is 
a  day  for  all  patriotic  citizens  to  unite 
and  pledge  our  wholehearted  support 
to  the  fight  to  preserve  democracy. 

This  is  a  proud  daj\for  America. 

This  is  a  day  of  unusual  importance 
to  all  West  Virginians  because  our  own 
Two  Hundred  and  First  armored  field 
artillery  battalion — “Fairmont’s  fin¬ 
est” — is  the  only  living  descendant  of 
the  original  eight  companies  that  formed 
the  Continental  Army  on  June  14,  1775. 

Mr.  President,  I  know  I  speak  for  all 
West  Virginia  when  I  pay  tribute  on 
this  occasion  to  “Fairmont’s  finest,”  the 
only  known  unit  today  that  displays 
both  Confederate  and  Union  streamers. 

My  distinguished  colleague  and  long¬ 
time  personal  friend,  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely],  is  much 
better  qualified  to  give  this  tribute,  be¬ 
cause  he  served  with  distinction  in,  the 
Two  Hundred  and  First  AFA. 

This  battalion  is  now  on  active  duty  - 
at  Fort  Benning,  Ga.,  having  been  in¬ 
ducted  into  the  Federal  service  last 
September,  and  I  know  it  will  serve  its 
country  with  great  devotion. 

Mr.  President,  the  June  11,  1951,.  issue 
of  the  Fairmont  Times,  edited  by  a  wide¬ 
ly  known  and  highly  respected  gentle¬ 
man,  Mr.  C.  E.  Smith,  carried  A  very 
interesting  article  about  the  Tvyo  Hun¬ 
dred  and  First  AFA.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  it  be  placed  in  tjae  Record 
at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objectioiy  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  ih  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Battalion  Only 

ESCENDED  FROM 

Irmy  celebrates 
-sixth  birthday 
)Wn  Two  Hun- 
1  Artillery  Bat- 
•  special  honors 
of  the  original 
i  the  Army  on 

)  Hundred  and 
is  the  lone  unit 
;nded  from  one 
naking  up  the 
by  the  National 
.rtment  of  the 

Is  that  the  Two 
ily  known  unit 
nion  and  Con- 
ipation  in  both 
sattalion  unites 
d  in  opposing 
,  - 

,  of  Fairmont, 
alion,  which  is 
/low  in  training  at  Fort  Benning,  Ga.,  after 


its  induction  into  Federal  service  last  Sep¬ 
tember,  was  informed  by  the  Times  last  night 
of  the  new  honors  for  the  Two  Hundred  and 
First  that  have  been  disclosed. 

He  said  that  a  tight  training  schedule 
might  prevent  any  elaborate  ceremonies 
honoring  the  battalion  of  the  Army’s  birth¬ 
day,  but  thought  that  the  report,  verified 
by  the  Office  of  Military  History,  would  be 
read  to  the  organization  at  a  formation  on  | 
Thursday.  ’/ 

The  Army  archives  disclose  that  Capt. 
Hugh  Stephenson’s  company  wag  one  of  the 
original  eight  companies  of  thejCnited  States 
Army.  It  and  Capt.  Daniel  Morgan’s  com¬ 
pany  came  from  Virginia  and/there  were  two  , 
from  Maryland  and  four  from  Pennsylvania. 

“All  of  the  original  companies,  except 
Stephenson’s  (now  part  of/the  Two  Hundred 
and  First  Armored  Field  Artillery)  have 
passed  out  of  existence',”  said  the  report 
from  the  National  Gusurd  Bureau  which  was 
sent  to  Brig.  Gen.  Charles  R.  Fox,  adjutant 
general  of  West  Virginia.  “Stephenson’s 
company  was  organjfced  with  men  from  the 
volunteer  regiment/of  the  time.  During  the 
Revolutionary  War  the  company  was  ex¬ 
panded  into  a  rifle  regiment. 

“In  this  connection  it  is  noted  that  the 
history  of  tbJ  Two  Hundred  and  First 
Armored  Field' Artillery  is  a  regional  history 
and  covers  jfiie  history  of  the  Organized 
Militia-National  Guard  supported  by  the 
area  of  the-'Two  Hundred  and  First  Armored 
Field  Artifiery  through  the  years.  The  re¬ 
search  dohe  by  the  Department  of  the  Army 
incident'  to  publishing  official  statements 
of  linkage  and  battle  honors  is  done  from 
the  pjsint  of  view  of  the  color-bearing  unit, 
i.  e., /regiment  or  battalion.  Company  his¬ 
tories,  as  such,  are  not  being  done.  The 
action  of  Captain  Stephensons  company 
affects  the  lineage  and  battle  honors  of  the 
b&ttalion  and  therefore  is  recorded.” 

With  reference  to  the  battle  streamers  of 
the  Union  and  Confederacy  and  the  blue  and 
gray  in  the  heraldry  of  the  battalion’s  coat 
of  arms,  the  Army  report  makes  this  com¬ 
ment  : 

“There  is  no  record  that  the  Two  Hundred 
anil  First  Armored  Field  Artillery  or  any  of 
its  companies  fought  on  both  sides  in  the 
Civil  War.  The  companies  that  left  and 
fought,  with  the  Confederacy  were  inacti¬ 
vated  in  1862;  doubtless  the  men  returned 
home  and  lived  quietly  until  the  stigma  (in 
West  Virginia)  of  their  Confederate  service 
wore  off.  Captain  Alburtis,  it  appears,  was 
an  ardent  Confederate  sympathizer.  The 
companies  that  fought  for  the  Union  re¬ 
mained  in  service  from  1861  to  1865.  After 
West  Virginia  became  a  separate  State,  these 
units  were  designated  the  Second  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  Veteran  Volunteer  Infantry  Regiment 
(1864).  In  1878  the  descendants  of  the 
Union  and  Confederate  companies  were 
united  in  the  First  Regiment,  West  Virginia 
Volunteer  Militia. 

“Other  border  States,  Maryland,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  had  units  on  both  sides  in  the  Civil 
War,  but  no  other  unit  today  appears  en¬ 
titled  to  display  both  Confederate  and  Union 
streamers.” 

There  had  been  previous  records  obtained 
from  the  Army  archives  that  the  Two  Hun¬ 
dred  and  First  was  one  of  the  four  oldest 
military  units  in  the  country.  The  official 
records  now  disclose  that  the  Fairmont  Bat¬ 
talion,  as  it  is  generally  known  at  Fort  Ben-  , 
ning,  is  the  only  one  which  maintains  an 
unbroken  line  of  service  from  the  creation 
of  the  first  United  States  Army  to  the  pres¬ 
ent  time. 

Headquarters  of  the  battalion  are  in  the 
National  Guard  Armory  in  Jackson  Street, 
and  this  city  is  the  home  of  the  headquarters 
company  and  A  Battery.  Other  companies 
come  from  Martinsburg,  Keyser,  and  Terra 
Alta,  Kingwood. 

The  battalion,  which  now  Includes 
draftees  from  other  sections  of  the  country, 
has  been  undergoing  intensive  training  at 


Fort  Benning.  Firing  problems  were  on  the 
schedule,  for  this  week,  Major  Brown, sard". 

Unbrigaded- -with  any  other  mjlitSfy  organ¬ 
ization,  the  Two  HundrecUswft!  First  not  only 
appears  to  be  on  the-  Way  to  becoming  one 
of  the  Army’s.^eRte” units  but  one  whose  his¬ 
tory  is  unparalleled  in  the  Nation’s  military 
service"  at  the  present  time. 

LABOR-FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRI¬ 
ATIONS,  1952 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  3709)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Labor, 
the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and  related 
independent  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

[Mr.  Neely  resumed  and  concluded  the 
speech  begun  by  him  yesterday.  His 
speech  in  its  entirety  is  as  follows:  ] 

Mr.  NEELY.  Mr.  President,  before 
addressing  myself  to  the  subject  matter 
which  I  purpose  to  discuss,  please  let  me 
warmly  congratulate  the  Senate  and  the 
people  upon  the  outstanding,  patient, 
patriotic  service  rendered  them  by  our 
distinguished  colleagues,  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  and  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Hill],  who 
conducted  the  voluminous  hearings  on 
the  pending  bill  for  more  than  2  months. 
Unfortunately  the  measure  which  they 
reported  has  been  seriously  impaired  by 
the  amendments  with  which  it  has  been 
encumbered  by  those  who  apparently 
know  more  about  the  cost  of  everything 
than  they  care  about  the  worth  of  any¬ 
thing. 

Mr.  President,  a  great  Scotchman 
gave  the  world  these  impressive  lines: 
Man,  whose  heav’n-erected  face 
The  smiles  of  love  adorn — 

Man’s  inhumanity  to  man 

Makes  countless  thousands  mourn. 

The  spirit  of  a  Senate  rule  restrains 
me  from  characterizing  the  adoption 
of  the  Ferguson  appropriation-slashing 
amendment  as  an  inhuman  act.  But 
I  nevertheless  believe  that  its  operation 
will  make  many  thousands  of  victims 
of  cancer,  heart  disease,  and  other  dire 
afflictions  mourn. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  establish  a  fac¬ 
tual  basis  for  my  plea  to  recommit  the 
bill,  to  the  end  that  the  various  health 
services  specified  in  my  motion  may  be 
exempted  from  the  blighting  effect  of  the 
Ferguson  amendment. 

According  to  the  most  conservative  es¬ 
timates  obtainable,  the  United  States 
has,  during  the  last  year,  directly  spent 
at  least  $5,000,000,000  to  prosecute  the 
war  in  Korea  against  vast  armies  of  well- 
equipped  and  thoroughly  trained,  fanati¬ 
cal,  bloodthirsty  Communists.  But  not¬ 
withstanding  the  countless  numbers  of 
our  foes,  they  have  succeeded  in  killing 
only  11,413  of  our  Armed  Forces  since 
the  25th  day  of  last  June.  During  this 
very  same  period  cancer  killed  not  11,000 
but  200,000  American  people.  During 
this  same  period  heart  disease  also  killed 
more  than  700,000  American  people. 
Yet  the  proposed  appropriation  of  $19,- 
000,000  to  combat  cancer — the  world’s 
most  agonizing  scourge — has  been  re¬ 
duced  more  than  $141,000;  and  the  pro¬ 
posed  $10,072,000  appropriation  for  the 
Heart  Institute  has  been  reduced  more 
than  $77,000  by  the  Ferguson  amend¬ 
ment. 
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No  Senator  ever  has  complained  or 
ever  will  complain  of  our  having  spent 
$5,000,000,000  to  defeat  a  foe  in  far-off 
Asia  that  killed  fewer  than  12,000  of  our 
troops  in  a  year.  But,  in  the  circum¬ 
stances,  can  anyone  offer  a  scintilla  of 
justification  for  reducing  an  appropria¬ 
tion  of  less  than  $20,000,000  to  protect  the 
American  people  against  an  enemy  not 
in  far-off  Asia,  but  at  their  very  door, 
an  enemy  more  than  sixteen  times  as 
deadly  as  the  foreign  foe  against  which 
we  spent  250  times  $20,000,000  last  year. 

Since  heart  disease  kills  more  than 
three  times  as  many  people  as  cancer, 
the  5  percent  slash  in  the  appropriation 
for  the  Heart  Institute  is,  if  possible, 
even  more  astounding  than  the  reduc¬ 
tion  in  the  appropriation  for  the  eradi¬ 
cation  of  the  cancer  scourge. 

The  first  funeral,  which  proceeded 
from  the  House  of  Representatives  of 
the  Sixty-third  Congrefe,  of  which  I  was 
a  member,  was  that  of  a  victim  of  can¬ 
cer  from  the  State  of  New  Jersey. 

The  latest  senatorial  death  was  also 
caused  by  the  cancer  monster  that  knows 
no  pity  and  shows  no  mercy. 

On  the  average,  cancer  destroys  some 
man,  woman,  or  child  in  this  country 
every  43  seconds.  Since  the  Senate  con¬ 
vened  40  minutes  ago,  cancer  has  killed 
12  persons  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  unless  the  Ferguson 
amendment  is  neutralized  in  accordance 
with  my  motion  to  recommit,  all  the  fol¬ 
lowing  will  seriously  suffer : 

1.  Experimentation  for  the  relief  of  ar¬ 
teriosclerosis. 

2.  The  development  of  recent  discoveries 
producing  blood  needed  for  transfusions  in 
case  of  atomic  attack. 

3.  The  development  of  a  newly  discovered 
technique  for  growing  experimental  cancer 
cells. 

4.  The  work  now  being  done  to  obtain 
greater  quantities  of  cortisone  for  arthritic, 
heart,  and  cancer  patients. 

5.  The  development  of  a  drug  which  prom¬ 
ises  to  lead  to  the  eradication  of  malaria. 

6.  A  project  for  obtaining  sex  hormones 
from  tomato  vines  for  therapeutic  work  re 
cancer  and  change  of  life. 

7.  Experimentation  to  establish  the  rela¬ 
tionship  between  body  processes  and  mental 
diseases. 

8.  Work  in  the  treatment  of  venereal  dis¬ 
eases,  tuberculosis  and  ailments  resulting 
from  exposure  to  radioactive  materials. 

9.  The  development  of  a  recent  discovery 
to  alleviate  the  dire  consequences  of  high- 
blood  pressure. 

In  addition  to  the  foregoing,  the  Ferguson 
amendment  cuts  would: 

a.  Make  it  extremely  difficult  to  recruit 
personnel  for  the  $40,000,000  clinical  center 
In  Bethesda,  which  is  being  built  to  pursue 
studies  re:  cancer,  heart,  and  mental  health 
problems. 

b.  Retard  cooperative  work  with  the  States 
in  health  and  safety  matters  relating  to  civil 
defense. 

c.  Impair  the  operation  of  foreign  quar¬ 
antine — which  is  now  a  more  serious  problem 
than  ever  before  because  of  increased  inter¬ 
national  travel. 

Mr.  President,  I  entreat  those  who 
voted  for  the  Ferguson  amendment  to 
reverse  themselves  and  vote  for  the 
motion  to  recommit,  and  thus  avert  the 
calamitous  consequences  which  would 
otherwise  be  suffered  by  these  priceless 
activities  and  services. 


Let  us  hope  that  those  who  have  re¬ 
duced  the  appropriation  for  the  agonized 
victims  of  cancer  will  not  be  visited 
with  the  misfortune  that  descended  upon 
two  very  capable  Members  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  who,  in  the  Seventy- 
ninth  Congress,  both  by  voice  and  vote, 
most  effectually  helped  to  defeat  a  bill 
I  had  introduced  in  behalf  of  an  appro¬ 
priation  for  $100,000,000  with  which  to 
mobilize  the  cancer  experts  of  the  world 
to  make  an  all-out  effort  to  destroy  the 
most  loathsome  and  terrifying  of  all 
destroyers,  and  thus  rid  the  world  of 
its  greatest  curse.  Within  a  year  after 
three  outstanding  debaters  of  the  House 
made  attacks  on  my  bill,  one  of  these 
was  afflicted  with  a  cancer  on  his  face. 
Prompt  and  modern  treatment  has,  as 
I  sincerely  hope  and  believe,  completely 
healed  this  victim.  Another  of  these 
three  opponents  was  stricken  with  an 
internal  cancer.  After  a  year  and  a  half 
of  agony,  death  mercifully  ended  this 
able  man’s  career. 

Mr.  President,  according  to  medical 
authority,  one-eighth  of  all  the  people 
of  the  Nation  will  die  of  cancer.  But 
since  many  members  of  the.  Senate  are 
past  middle  age,  their  cancer  death  rate 
will  certainly  be  above  the  average.  It 
is  probable  that  one  of  every  five  of 
the  present  Members  will  eventually  be¬ 
come  a  wretched  victim  of  the  cancer 
curse. 

Let  us  bear  this  well  in  mind  not  that 
our  days  may  be  darkened  with  gloom 
and  consumed  with  fear  but  rather  that 
we  may  be  up  and  doing  v/hile  oppor¬ 
tunity’s  sun  still  shines.  Let  us  endeavor 
to  the  limit  of  our  capacity,  to  speed 
cancer  research  until  humanity’s  victory 
over  this  hideous  foe  has  been  decisively 
won. 

It  is  regrettable  that  many  Senators, 
who  for  many  days  have  apparently  been 
diligently  striving  for  preeminence  in 
the  matter  of  slashing  appropriations 
for  the  alleviation  of  human  misery  and 
misfortune,  have  on  this  occasion  elected 
to  absent  themselves  from  the  Chamber. 
I  am  particularly  sorry  that  the  two 
great  and  honorable  Senators  from  the 
State  of  Illinois  are  not  here.  The  able 
junior  Senator  from  that  State  [Mr. 
Dirksen],  as  a  Member  of  the  Seventy- 
ninth  Congress,  made  a  most  eloquent 
and  impressive  speech  in  behalf  of  my 
bill  to  appropriate  $100,000,000  with 
which  to  finance  the  anticancer  war. 
Consequently,  I  was  simply  amazed  when 
he  voted  for  the  Ferguson  amendment, 
which  is  designed  to  reduce  by  5  percent 
the  pending  proposed  appropriation  of 
less  than  $20,000,000  with  which  to  con¬ 
quer  cancer. 

I  was  also  greatly  disappointed  when 
the  senior  Senator  from  Illinois,  who  is 
not  only  a  great  debater  but,  on  Mon¬ 
days,  Wednesdays,  and  Fridays  also  a 
great  liberal,  appeared  to  me  to  be  striv¬ 
ing  to  surpass  his  junior  colleague  in 
the  matter  of  cutting  more  and  more 
and  more  from  the  human  welfare  ap- 
propriations  carried  in  the  bill.  Indeed, 
what  seemed  to  be  an  appropriation¬ 
cutting  oral  contest  between  these  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentlemen  forcefully  reminds 
me  of  a  story  that  the  famous  Senator 


“Bob”  Taylor  told  on  this  floor  during 
the  Wilson  administration.  He  said 
that  the  birds  had  a  contest  to  deter¬ 
mine  which  could  fly  the  highest.  Even¬ 
tually  the  American  eagle,  soaring  above 
all  of  its  visible  competitors,  scornfully 
looked  down  on  all  those  below  it,  and 
screamed:  “I’m  higher  than  all  the  rest. 
I’m  the  highest  of  the  high.”  But  in¬ 
stantly  a  squeaking  voice  cried:  “I’m 
higher  than  you  are.  I’m  higher  than 
you  are.”  The  eagle  turned  his  head, 
and,  with  unsurpassable  consternation, 
discovered  that  a  tomtit  was  on  his  back 
taking  a  free  ride  high  above  all  the 
other  birds,  including  the  eagle  himself. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  make  it  plain 
that  I  do  not  mean  to  compare  either  of 
the  distinguished  Senators  from  Illinois 
to  any  bird,  whether  tomtit  or  eagle,  fin- 
many  reasons — one  of  which  is  that  I 
would  not  accuse  either  an  eagle  or  a 
tomtit  of  having  voted  to  cut  a  proposed 
appropriation  for  combatting  cancer 
and  other  agonizing  human  afflictions. 
And,  secondly,  if  a  comparison  has  to  be 
made  between  these  two  distinguished 
Senators,  I  should  wish  it  to  be  made  by 
the  people  of  their  native  State  who,  I 
am  certain,  would  have  infinitely  more 
ability  and  exercise  infinitely  more  pru¬ 
dence  in  rendering  their  decision  than 
was  attributed  to  the  humble  little  flea 
by  Stephen  Leacock,  an  outstanding 
college  professor  who  never  committed 
the  unpardonable  sin  of  taking  himself 
too  seriously  or  of  losing  his  sense  of 
humor.  He  wrote  in  one  of  his  humor¬ 
ous  moments: 

And  there’s  the  bounding  little  flea, 

You  cannot  tell  a  female  from  a  he. 

The  sexes  look  alike,  you  see: 

But  he  can  tell  and  so  can  she. 

Mr.  President,  so  will  the  people  of 
Illinois  eventually  be  able  to  pass  judg¬ 
ment  on  their  two  outstanding  Senators 
who  have  rendered  truly  unusual  service 
in  slashing  proposed  appropriations  de¬ 
signed  to  alleviate  the  agencies  caused 
by  cancer  and  to  save  the  lives  of  the 
countless  victims  of  heart  disease. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  sorry  that  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Ferguson]  for  whom  I  have  a  very 
high  regard,  is  not  -present.  I  would 
have  thought  that,  because  of  the  pro¬ 
longed  agony  and  final  death  of  his  be¬ 
loved,  illustrious  colleague,  which  was 
caused  by  cancer,  he  above  all  other 
Senators  would  have  fought  to  the  last 
parliamentary  ditch  for  a  greater  in¬ 
stead  of  a  lesser  appropriation  with 
which  to  carry  on  our  anticancer  war. 
It  is  my  hope  that  the  nobility  of  his 
nature  may  yet  impel  him  to  help  pro¬ 
tect  the  vast  army  of  cancer  victims 
from  the  distressingly  harmful  effects 
of  his  5-percent  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  the  people  of  the  United 
States  spent  more  than  a  billion  dollars 
last  year  for  face  powder,  nail  polish  and 
lipstick.  Had  the  Congress  10  years  ago 
appropriated  an  equal  sum  for  cancer 
research,  this  life-and-death  problem 
would,  in  my  opinion,  long  since  have 
been  so  completely  solved  that  it  never 
would  have  plagued  mankind  again. 

The  able,  liberal,  beloved  Senator  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken],  who  honors  us 


1951  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


with  his  presence,  delivered  on  the  sub¬ 
ject  before  the  Senate  a  most  remarkable 
address  which  should  have  been  heard 
by  everyone  in  the  land.  Alexander 
Pope,  in  his  “Essay  on  Man,”  wrote  the 
following: 

Never  elated  while  one  man’s  oppress’d; 

Never  dejected  while  another’s  bless’d. 

John  Ruskin  said  that  Pope  had 
“summed  up  the  law  of  noble  life  in  these 
two  lines,  which  are  the  most  complete, 
the  most  concise  and  the  most  lofty  ex¬ 
pression  of  moral  temper  existing  in 
English  words.”  In  my  opinion,  the 
humanitarian  address  of  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  is  just  as  deserving  of  Mr. 
Ruskin’s  commendation  as  were  the  fa¬ 
mous  lines  to  which  they  were  originally 
applied. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  my  hope  that  so 
many  more  progressives  like  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken]  and  the 
equally  great  liberal  near  his  side,  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Tobey],  will  be  elected  to  the  Senate 
so  that  the  crying  necessity  for  these 
constantly  recurring  battles  for  the 
proper  protection  of  the  common  people 
and  the  adequate  defense  of  their  rights 
may  take  its  flight  from  the  Senate  never 
to  return.  Until  that  happy  consumma¬ 
tion  is  realized,  let  us  hope  that  the  in¬ 
satiable  cutters  of  general  welfare  ap¬ 
propriations  will  not  happen  to  find  and 
read  Jonathan  Swift’s  ancient,  satirical 
pamphlet,  entitled  “A  Modest  Proposal  to 
the  Poverty-Stricken,  Suffering  People  of 
Ireland,”  in  which  this  embittered  man 
recommended  to  the  distressed  Irish  peo¬ 
ple  in  time  of  famine  that  they  satisfy 
their  hunger  by  eating  their  own  child¬ 
ren. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  my  hope  that  when 
the  roll  is  called  on  my  motion  to  recom¬ 
mit,  the  able  Senators  from  Illinois  will 
demonstrate  their  devotion  to  the  sub¬ 
lime  philosophy  which  the  immortal 
Abraham  Lincoln  of  their  State  ex¬ 
pressed:  “I  believe  in  both  the  man  and 
the  dollar,  but  in  a  contest  between  the 
dollar  that  man  made  and  the  man  that 
God  made,  put  me  down  on  the  side  of 
the  God-made  man  every  time.”  And 
let  me  voice  the  further  hope  that  all 
other  Senators  who  helped  to  adopt  the 
devastating  Ferguson  amendment  will 
absolve  themselves  by  voting  for  the  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit,  and  thus  save  them¬ 
selves  the  bitter  regret  in  future  years 
of  mourning  the  loss  of  those  friends 
who  prematurely  died  of  cancer  or  lieart 
disease  because  of  the  operation  of  the 
Ferguson  amendment. 

If  those  who  voted  to  adopt  the  Fer¬ 
guson  amendment  fail  to  improve  this 
opportunity  to  escape  the  responsibility 
for  its  disastrous  consequences,  they  will, 
in  my  opinion,  find  it  as  impossible  to 
clear  their  conscience  in  days  to  come  as 
it  was  for  Pilate,  by  washing  his  hands, 
to  escape  his  guilt  for  the  Saviour’s 
death  upon  the  cross.  - 

On  the  approaching  roll  call  let  us 
vote  for  the  sick,  the  suffering,  and  the 
needy  in  obedience  to  the  Master’s 
injunction: 

Whatsoever  ye  would  that  man  should  do 
to  you,  do  ye  even  so  to  them:  for  this  Is 
the  law  and  the  prophets. 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  con¬ 
gratulate  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  for  his  sound  and  powerful  ad¬ 
dress  in  support  of  his  motion.  The 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  wishes  that 
in  this  instance  he  were  acting  only  as  a 
Senator  from  New  Mexico,  because  he 
would  like  to  agree  with  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia.  However,  it  so  hap¬ 
pens  that  my  responsibility  in  this  in¬ 
stance  is  a  little  different  from  that  of  an 
individual  Senator.  I  am  acting  now  on 
behalf  of  the  committee  and  of  the 
Senate. 

I  wish  the  Ferguson  amendment  had 
not  been  adopted.  If  it  had  to  be  adopt¬ 
ed,  I  wish  the  modification  submitted  by 
the  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Leh¬ 
man]  had  been  adopted.  However,  this 
body,  contrary  to  the  wishes  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico,  in  charge  of  the 
bill,  took  definite  action  on  those  amend¬ 
ments.  I  am  so  deeply  interested  in  the 
items  which  have  been  discussed  so  ably 
by  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  that 
I  want  to  take  this  bill  from  the  floor 
and  save  something,  at  least,  from  the 
wreck 

Mr.'  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senatpr  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Is  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  through? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  understand  he  is. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  He  was  entitled  to 
the  first  hour.  Are  we  now  starting  on 
the  second  hour? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes.  I  wish  to  take  5 
or  6  minutes,  or  perhaps  10  minutes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  As  I  understand,  we 
are  now  in  the  second  hour,  and  30 
minutes  to  a  side  are  allotted. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Clements  in  the  chair).  The  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  has  12  more  minutes 
which  he  has  not  used. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  it  is  not 
my  purpose  to  delay  the  Senate.  I  think 
ft  has  been  delayed  long  enough  in  tak¬ 
ing  action  on  the  bill.  However,  the 
proposal  now  being  made  by  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  was  made  in  a  dif¬ 
ferent  way  several  days  ago  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Lehman],  and 
the  Senate  took  definite  action.  By  a 
definite  vote,  it  did  not  agree  to  the  mod¬ 
ification  offered  by  the  Senator  from. 
New  York,  but  voted  overwhelmingly  for 
the  Ferguson  amendment.  In  order 
that  Senators  may  be  informed  as  to 
how  definite  that  vote  was,  I  wish  to  read 
to  the  Senate  the  names  of  Senators  who 
voted  for  the  Ferguson  amendment. 
The  list  is  as  follows : 

Bennett,  Brewster,  Bricker,  Bridges,  But¬ 
ler  of  Maryland,  Butler  of  Nebraska,  Byrd, 
Cain,  Carlson,  Connally,  Dirksen,  Douglas, 
Duff,  Dworshak,  Eastland,  Ecton,  Fergu¬ 
son,  Flanders,  Frear,  Fulbright,  George, 
Gillette,  Hendrickson,  Hickenlooper,  Hoey, 
Holland,  Ives,  Jenner,  Johnson  of  Colo¬ 
rado,  Johnson  of  Texas,  Johnston  of  South. 
Carolina,  Kefauver,  Knowland,  Langer,  Ma¬ 
lone,  McCarran,  McCarthy,  McClellan,  Mc- 
Kellar,  Morse,  Mundt,  Nixon,  Robertson, 
Russell,  Saltonstall,  Schoeppel,  Smathers, 
Smith  of  Maine,  Smith  of  New  Jersey,  Smith 
of  North  Carolina,  Stennis,  Taft,  Thte, 
Watkins,  Welker,  Wherry,  Williams, 
Young.  , 

The  list  includes  possibly  10  members 
of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  who 
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had  voted  to  report  the  bill.  I  feel  that 
we  are  not  doing  justice  to  those  whom 
we  should  protect,  as  suggested  by  the 
Senator  from  West  Virgina,  if  we  delay 
the  bill  longer.  I  am  worried  about  it. 
I  shall  try,  at  least,  to  explain  to  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  that  pos¬ 
sibly  the  situation  will  not  be  as  bad 
as  he  fears. 

Like  the  Senator  from  West  Virgi¬ 
nia,  I  would  not  have  limited  the  Na¬ 
tional  Cancer  Institute  to  $19,805,171.  I 
would  have  gone  the  limit  of  the  author¬ 
ization.  However,  at  the  moment  we 
are  facing  stern  realities.  Do  we  wish 
to  save  the  bill,  or  do  we  wish  to  have  an 
opportunity,  even  in  committee,  of  tak¬ 
ing  further  action  in  doing  what  has 
been  so  ably  described  by  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia?  The  committee 
recommended  $19,805,171  for  the  Na¬ 
tional  Cancer  Institute.  The  effect  of 
the  Ferguson  amendment  is  to  reduce 
it  by  $141,830. 

In  mental  health  activities  the  Fer¬ 
guson  amendment  would  cut  $62,026. 
Tuberculosis  services  would  be  cut  by 
$112,649;  venereal  disease  research, 
$146,640;  dental  health  activities,  $52,- 
692.  I  do  not  believe  we  should  have  cut 
one  cent.  However,  58  Senators  said 
“yes”  and  24  Senators  said  “no.”  That 
is  the  responsibility  which  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  now  must  face. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  shall  yield  in  a  mo¬ 
ment. 

In  the  National  Heart  Institute  item 
the  Ferguson  cut  would  be  $77,018.  The 
appropriation  would  still  be  very  close  to 
the  committee  recommendation.  The 
National  Health  Institutes  item  would 
be  cut  $240,000,  in  round  figures.  In 
the  appropriation  for  the  Office  of  Vo¬ 
cational  Rehabilitation,  in  the  payments 
to  States,  the  cut  under  the  Ferguson 
amendment  would  be  only  $4,597.  In 
the  salaries  and  expenses  in  the  Office 
of  Vocational  Rehabilitation  the  cut 
would  be  $29,388.  The  Children’s  Bu¬ 
reau  would  be  cut  $5,205;  and  I  would 
be  sorry  to  see  cuts  made  in  that  appro¬ 
priation. 

The  only  redeeming  feature  of  the 
cuts  is  that  they  generally  apply  to  per¬ 
sonnel  not  of  the  type  that  is  doing  the 
actual  research.  I  am  hopeful  that  w.e 
can  convince  the  House  conferees  of  the 
soundness  and  justice  of  the  committee 
recommendation,  even  though  we  could 
not  convince  this  body.  For  that  rea¬ 
son,  Mr.  President,  notwithstanding 
that  down  deep  in  my  heart  I  agree  fully 
with  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Neely],  under  my  responsibility  to 
see  that  the  bill  becomes  law,  I  shall  have 
to  oppose  his  motion. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  yield  me 
some  time? 

Mr.  NEELY.  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  point  out  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  New  Mexico,  for 
whom  I  have  the  highest  regard,  and 
appreciating  the  tremendous  amount  of 
time,  effort,  and  thought  that  has  gone 
into  the  work  of  the  committee,  that  in 
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giving  the  figures  with  regard  to  the 
vote  on  the  Ferguson  amendment,  I  be¬ 
lieve  he  inadvertently  told  only  half  the 
story.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  real  test 
came  on  the  vote  on  the  amendment 
which  I  offered,  which  would  have  ex¬ 
empted  various  services,  most  of  which 
were  mentioned  in  the  motion  to  re¬ 
commit.  On  the  amendment  which  I 
offered,  the  vote  was  38  in  favor  of  the 
amendment,  and  only  42  in  opposition  to 
it.  A  difference  of  only  three  votes  would 
have  caused  my  amendment  to  prevail, 

Mr.  President,  I  am  not  so  pessimistic 
as  is  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Neely]  with  reference  to  the  re¬ 
committal  of  the  bill.  I  know  that  we 
have  an  uphill  fight,  but  we  have  a 
chance  to  carry  the  motion  to  recom¬ 
mit. 

With  the  help  of  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  I  tried  to 
make  a  motion  to  reconsider  the  vote 
by  which  my  amendment  was  defeated. 
I  was  informed  by  the  Parliamentarian— 
and  I  am  quite  certain  that  his  advice 
was  correct — that  such  a  motion  would 
be  out  of  order.  Therefore,  the  only  re¬ 
course  we  had  was  through  a  motion 
to  recommit,  with  instructions  to  the 
committee.  Such  a  motion  was  made 
by  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia. 

I  wish  to  point  out  what  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  ac¬ 
tually  would  do.  It  would  not  change 
the  entire  picture  with  regard  to  cuts. 
It  would  only  restore  the  cuts  of  5  per¬ 
cent  in  personal  services  in  the  following 
activities:  National  Cancer  Institute, 
mental  health  activities,  tuberculosis 
services,  venereal  disease  services,  den¬ 
tal  health  activities.  National  Heart  In¬ 
stitute,  National  Institutes  of  Health, 
Office  of  Vocational  Rehabilitation,  and 
the  Children’s  Bureau. 

Certainly  no  one  can  possibly  question 
or  doubt  the  importance,  nay,  the  neces¬ 
sity,  of  carrying  on  such  activities  on  a 
scale  at  least  equal  to  that  on  which 
they  were  carried  on  in  the  past  year. 
I  personally  believe  we  should  have  had 
much  larger  appropriations  for  such  es¬ 
sential  services.  However,  we  are  not 
asking  for  larger  appropriations.  All 
we  are  asking  for  is  that  the  appro¬ 
priations  shall  not  be  reduced.  To  do  so 
would  set  back  the  quality  and  scope  of 
the  services  through  an  arbitrary  cut  of 
5  percent  in  personnel.  Such  a  cut 
would  inevitably  set  back  the  services. 
It  would  reduce  their  effect  and  scope. 

Just  how  much  would  be  saved  by 
such  arbitrary  cut?  Slightly  more  than 
a  million  dollars.  We  would  be  setting 
slightly  more  than  a  million  dollars  in 
savings  against  the  hopes  of  millions  of 
our  people. 

On  one  of  the  occasions  on  which  I 
have  spoken  on  the  bill — and  I  have 
spoken  on  it  many  times,  as  Senators 
know — I  said  that  if  the  Senate  were 
confronted  with  a  proposal  which  would 
save  a  few  hundred  lives  on  appropria¬ 
tion  for  that  purpose  would  loom  too 
large;  that  the  appropriation  would  be 
voted  without  debate;  that  it  would  be 
voted  without  any  question  at  all.  In 
this  instance  we  know  that  the  cut  would 
set  back  work  of  the  various  health  activ¬ 
ities.  It  is  work  which  is  beginning  to 


roll  into  high  gear.  It  is  work  which  will 
undoubtedly  save  the  lives  of  many  thou¬ 
sands  of  persons  who  will  be  stricken  by 
the  deadly  heart  and  venereal  diseases 
and  cancer.  It  would  save  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  lives  and  families  from  the 
great  killer,  mental  disease,  by  making  it 
possible  to  give  better  treatment  and  un¬ 
dertake  more  intensive  and  intelligent 
research  work. 

Will  the  Senator  from  West  .Virginia 
yield  two  more  minutes? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Moody  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  yield  more  time  to 
the  Senator  from  New  York? 

Mr.  NEELY.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  two 
more  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  New 
York. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
not  the  time  to  economize  on  essential 
services.  I  am  in  favor  of  economy  with 
respect  to  everything  that  is  not  essen¬ 
tial.  I  am  in  favor  of  economy  if  it  will 
make  available  to  our  defense  efforts 
every  cent  that  is  needed  for  that  pur¬ 
pose.  However,  the  proposed  cuts  do  not 
represent  economy.  Protecting  the 
health  of  the  people  of  the  United  States 
is  as  much  a  defense  effort  as  is  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  arms  and  equipment  and  the 
training  of  troops.  I  say  we  cannot  af¬ 
ford  to  gamble  with  a  great  generation  of 
children,  with  our  crippled  children,  and 
with  maternal  care,  and  the  various 
other  services  on  which  cuts  are  proposed. 
We  need  such  services  in  order  to  main¬ 
tain  the  high  level  of  humanitarian  and 
scientific  services  in  our  country. 

I  beg  of  my  fellow  Senators,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  to  vote  for  the  motion  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia,  so  that  the  ar¬ 
bitrary  cuts  which  have  been  made  will 
be  restored.  In  my  opinion,  the  cuts 
which  have  been  made  are  completely 
without  justification  and  will  severely 
hurt  the  people  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  will  yield,  I  should  like  to  say  that 
if  the  motion  of  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  is  agreed  to,  and  if  the  amount 
which  subsequently  is  restored  to  the  ap¬ 
propriation  is  the  amount  stated  by  the 
Senator  from  New  York,  namely,  ap¬ 
proximately  $1,000,000,  that  will  mean 
that  one  twenty-fifth  of  1  percent  of  the 
total  amount  carried  in  the  bill  will  be 
provided  for  the  purpose  of  continuing 
the  work  in  maternal  and  child  welfare 
and  in  research  on  the  various  malignant 
diseases.  That  is  the  price  we  would  pay 
for  carrying  on  this  work. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  very  much. 
As  usual,  his  comments  are  both  timely 
and  extremely  useful. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  yield  to 
me  for  5  minutes? 

Mr.  NEELY.  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Washington. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Washington  is  recognized 
for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  any¬ 
thing  I  might  say  at  this  point,  follow¬ 
ing  the  eloquent  speech  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  West  Virginia  in 
regard  to  these  humanitarian  appropri¬ 
ations,  would  be  somewhat  of  an  anti¬ 


climax.  However,  I  wish  to  call  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  almost  lifetime  devotion  of 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  to  the 
cause  of  combating  cancer  and  other 
deadly  diseases.  Long  ago,  when  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  was  first  in 
the  Congress,  he  started  the  ball  rolling 
in  favor  of  the  establishment  in  the 
United  States  of  a  cancer  research  in¬ 
stitute.  Unfortunately,  at  that  time  his 
goal  was  not  achieved.  When  I  first 
served  in  the  House  of  Representatives, 
I  had  the  privilege  and  opportunity  of 
joining  in  that  effort  with  an  old  friend 
of  ours,  from  my  State,  former  Senator 
Homer  Bone.  Finally,  as  a  result  of  the 
groundwork  he  did,  the  establishment 
of  the  National  Cancer  Institute  was 
achieved. 

After  the  fine  and  able  presentation 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  has  made  in  regard  to  this  prob¬ 
lem,  I  think  the  Record  would  not  be 
complete  without  referring  to  these  mat¬ 
ters  and  to  the  fine  work  which  has  been 
done  in  this  connection.  The  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  has  been  at  it  a 
long  time.  As  he  has  stated,  I  hope  the 
other  Members  of  the  Senate  will  see 
the  light  in  regard  to  this  matter  and 
will  take  the  position  he  has  taken. 

Adoption  of  the  motion  of  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  will  not  delay  the 
bill  in  any  way,  Mr.  President.  The  mo¬ 
tion,  if  agreed  to,  would  require  the  bill 
to  be  returned  from  the  committee 
forthwith,  with  the  original  amounts  of 
appropriations  for  these  items  restored. 
Technically,  that  would  mean  only  hav¬ 
ing  the  bill  sent  to  the  committee  and 
coming  back  from  the  committee  al¬ 
most  at  once.  It  would  take  only  2 
minutes  to  do  that,  and  there  would  be 
no  delay  at  all  in  our  action  on  the  bill. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  Sena¬ 
tors  who  voted  the  other  day  for  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Lehman] — which,  if  adopted, 
would  have  had  the  same  effect  as  that 
of  the  motion  of  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia — will  see  how  important  this 
matter  is. 

Some  Senators  have  stated  that  the 
cuts  which  have  been  made  in  these  ap¬ 
propriations  will  not  amount  to  much, 
but  I  think  the  Record  should  show  just 
what  they  will  amount  to.  The  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  has  pointed  out  that 
the  making  of  these  cuts  will  mean  a 
reduction  in  the  personnel  utilized  for 
this  research  work.  Certainly  that  is  the 
crux  of  the  matter.  In  that  connection, 
let  us  consider  the  National  Cancer  In¬ 
stitute.  When  representatives  of  that 
institute  came  before  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  they  testified  as  to  the 
amount  of  money  they  would  need  to 
carry  out  their  long-range  plans  in  con¬ 
nection  with  their  research  work.  They 
did  not  ask  for  more  money  than  they 
could  spend.  As  Vannevar  Bush  once 
told  me,  “You  have  to  keep  scientists  and 
research  workers  hungry,  because  then 
they  work  harder.” 

The  plans  of  the  National  Cancer  In¬ 
stitute  call  for  having  one  university  or 
laboratory  in  the  United  States  do  cer¬ 
tain  work  in  regard  to  cancer  research, 
and  another  one  do  other  work,  and  then 
all  the  work  would  be  correlated.  Thus 
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we  can  see  how  harmful  the  proposed 
cut  would  be,  for  it  would  mean  the  abol¬ 
ishment  of  approximately  28  scholar¬ 
ships  and  research  fellowships,  and  the 
men  in  those  positions  have  been  play¬ 
ing  an  important  part  in  the  drive  to  find 
a  cure  for  cancer.  As  a  result,  the  pro¬ 
posed  reduction,  although  involving  only 
a  small  amount  of  money,  would  require 
a  substantial  reduction  in  the  research 
personnel,  and  such  a  reduction  would  do 
great  harm. 

I  think  a  similar  situation  would  exist 
in  the  case  of  the  proposed  cuts  in  the 
appropriations  for  the  programs  for  re¬ 
search  in  heart  disease  and  for  the  other 
programs  which  are  referred  to  in  the 
motion  of  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia. 

After  all,  Mr.  President,  the  amount  of 
these  cuts  is  really  quite  small.  It  is 
hard  to  conceive  of  a  naval  craft  which 
could  be  built  for  the  amount  of  money 
involved  in  the  proposed  cuts,  but  per¬ 
haps  two  small  PT  boats  could  be  built 
with  the  amount  of  money  which  it  is 
proposed  to  save  by  making  the  cuts  in 
the  program  for  cancer  research. 

I  sincerely  hope  the  Senate  will  agree 
to  restore  these  funds,  because  the  pro¬ 
gram  has  been  carefully  planned,  and 
only  the  amounts  of  money  which  are 
needed  to  carry  on  the  necessary  work 
are  requested. 

Of  course,  we  know  that  thus  far  the 
cure  for  cancer  has  not  been  found. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Washington 
has  expired. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  yield 
one  more  minute  to  me? 

Mr.  NEELY.  I  yield  an  additional 
minute  to  the  Senator  from  Washington. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Washington  is  recognized 
for  1  minute  more. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
scientists  and  physicians  inform  us  that 
when  cancer  is  diagnosed  in  its  early 
stages,  approximately  41  or  42  percent 
of  the  cases  can  be  cured.  Therefore, 
the  problem  is  how  to  get  the  American 
people  to  be  examined  in  order  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  they  have  cancer. 

However,  in  the  entire  United  States 
there  are  only  1,700  pathologists  who  are 
able  to  give  the  kind  of  examination  re¬ 
quired  in  order  to  determine  whether  a 
person  has  cancer.  Just  the  other  day 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  and  I  heard 
testimony  in  regard  to  this  phase  of  the 
problem. 

It  is  most  encouraging  to  learn  that 
as  a  result  of  last  year’s  meager  appro¬ 
priation,  one  researcher — perhaps  one 
who  had  one  of  the  28  scholarships  which 
would  be  canceled  as  a  result  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  cuts — devised  a  machine,  which 
now  is  in  operation,  by  which  it  is  pos¬ 
sible  to  detect  cancer  cells  and  distin¬ 
guish  them  from  normal  cells,  and  do  so 
very  rapidly — in  fact,  as  rapidly  as  peo¬ 
ple  can  walk  past  the  machine.  Just 
think  what  that  development  means  in 
connection  with  cancer  research. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  in  view  of 
the  entire  situation,  I  hope  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  will  join  with  us,  so  that 
we  can  keep  this  program  going.  It  was 
started  some  years  ago,  and  has  made 


great  progress  in  alleviating  human 
suffering. 

I  repeat  that  the  proposed  cuts  would 
mean  reductions  in  the  numbers  of  men 
engaged  in  research,  rather  than  in  the 
administrative  functions.  If  the  Senator 
realizes  how  important  this  matter  is, 
I  am  sure  he  will  support  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  HILL.  Will  the  Chair  advise  the 
Senate  how  much  time  remains? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  has  30 
minutes  remaining,  and  the  opponents  to 
the  motion  of  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  have  18  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  NEELY.  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Wyoming. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Wyoming  is  recognized 
for  2  minutes. 

Mr.  HUNT.  Mr.  President,  on  Mon¬ 
day,  when  speaking  on  the  floor,  I  gave 
my  views  in  regard  to  this  appropria¬ 
tion.  Since  that  time  I  have  had  a 
unique  experience.  As  a  member  of  the 
Kefauver  investigating  committee,  now 
the  O’Conor  committee,  I  was  assigned 
to  visit  the  United  States  Public  Health 
Institute  for  Narcotics  at  Lexington,  Ky., 
and  I  made  that  visit  the  day  before 
yesterday.  Let  me  say  that  if  the  other 
Members  of  the  Senate  had  had  the 
privilege  of  seeing  what  I  saw  in  the 
course  of  that  visit  they  would  vote  to 
recommit  this  particular  appropriation 
bill.  If  Senators  could  have  seen  the 
208  teen-age  youngsters  who  were  in 
that  institution,  whereas  only  2  years 
ago  there  were  only  3  young  people 
there — in  other  words,  a  jump  from 
3  to  208  in  2  years — and  if  all  Senators 
could  have  heard  those  youngsters  tell 
their  stories  and'  state  how  they  became 
addicted  to  the  use  of  narcotic  drugs, 
and  if  Senators  then  could  have  seen 
all  the  evidences  of  the  wonderful  work 
the  Public  Health  physicians  are  doing 
in  that  institution  in  restoring  those 
young  people  to  society  and  reclaiming 
their  lives  and  making  them  useful  citi¬ 
zens  again,  I  repeat,  that  every  Member 
of  this  body  would  vote  to  recommit  this 
particular  appropriation  bill. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  yield? 

Mr.  HUNT.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  realize  that  the  cuts  here 
made  will  not  affect  the  work  to  which 
he  has  referred? 

Mr.  HUNT.  No;  I  do  not  realize  it. 
I  do  not  realize  it  because  three  of  these 
doctors  are  doing  purely  research  work, 
and,  as  I  understand,  this  appropriation 
applies  to  research  physicians  in  the 
Public  Health  Service. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  the  inquiry. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  think  we  should 
check  up  on  the  time,  in  order  that  we 
may  know  just  what  time  remains.  My 


understanding  is  that  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  has  used  12 
minutes  of  the  second  hour.  If  so,  that 
would  leave  18  minutes  at  the  disposal 
of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Chavez],  Is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That 
is  correct 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Will  the  Presiding 
Officer  kindly  tell  me  how  much  time  is 
left  of  the  second  30  minutes,  to  be  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Neely]  ? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Twenty- 
eight  minutes  remain. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  NEELY.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Minnesota  is  recognized 
for  10  minutes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  my 
purpose  in  rising  is  not  only  to  asso¬ 
ciate  myself  with  the  motion  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  West  Virginia, 
but  to  support  vigorously  the  effort  he 
is  making  to  have  the  pending  bill  re¬ 
committed,  and  to  have  it  again  reported 
by  the  committee,  in  accordance  with 
the  instructions  incorporated  in  the  mo¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia. 

I  desire  to  say  a  few  words  regarding 
the  question  of  procedure  and  about 
what  could  and  I  trust  will  happen. 
There  are  those  who  would  have  us  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  recommittal  motion,  if  it 
is  agreed  to,  might  delay  the  progress 
of  business  in  the  Senate.  First  of  all, 
I  may  say  that  argument  has  little  or 
no  merit,  in  view  of  the  many  weeks  and 
months  which  we  have  already  spent 
with  not  too  much  progress,  and  this 
sudden  concern  over  the  rapidity  of 
action  by  the  Congress  is  hardly  becom¬ 
ing  to  a  body  which  has  taken  so  long 
in  order  to  get  thus  far.  But,  even  more 
important,  the  motion  to  recommit  can 
be  acted  on  favorably  and  a  bill  can  be 
reported  back  to  the  Senate  within  a  very 
few  moments  by  prompt  action  on  the 
part  of  the  committee. 

I  desire  to  emphasize,  Mr.  President, 
that  there  is  no  delay  which  is  of  sub¬ 
stantial  nature  involved  in  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia.  Let 
me  document  my  argument  with  a  very 
recent  experience.  I  understand  the  in¬ 
dependent  offices  appropriation  bill  made 
an  untimely  entrance  into  this  Cham¬ 
ber,  and  in  no  uncertain  words  it  was 
sent  scooting  back  to  committee,  with 
instructions  to  take  off  10  percent. 
Within  a  very  short  time  the  bill  was 
returned,  with  the  10-percent  clip  having 
been  well  performed.  The  cutting  oper¬ 
ation,  if  not  successful,  and  even  though 
the  patient  may  die,  was,  from  a  surgical 
point  of  view,  at  least,  accomplished. 

I  submit,  therefore,  that  the  bill  can  be 
recommitted  in  this  instance  without 
undue  delay  resulting,  and  that  it  ought 
to  be  recommitted. 

Mr.  President,  how  much  money  is 
involved  in  these  appropriations?  Ap¬ 
parently  there  is  a  deep  and  abiding 
concern  about  checkbooks,  about  cash 
in  the  bank,  and  about  dollars.  As  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  intimated, 
even  though  he  did  not  say  it,  there 
are  no  checking  accounts  either  in 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


6700 

heaven  or  in.  hell.  As  the  saying  goes, 
“You  cannot  take  it  with  you.”  I  un¬ 
derstand  it  is  the  purpose  of  man  on 
this  earth  to  try  to  better  his  life  at 
least  a  little  bit  within  the  pattern  of 
ethics  laid  down  in  the  Old  and  New 
Testaments. 

Mr.  President,  how  much  money  is 
involved?  Are  we  talking  about  sub¬ 
sidizing  some  great  research  program  to 
the  extent  of  $2,000,000,000,  as  we  did  in 
connection  with  atomic  research?  Are 
we  talking  about  the  kind  of  appropria¬ 
tion  which  went  scooting  through  the 
Congress  for  a  hydrogen  bomb,  without 
even  as  much  as  an  argument?  It  was 
all  hush-hush.  We  had  to  have  that 
right  away.  We  had  to  appropriate  the 
money  right  away.  I  voted  for  the  ap¬ 
propriation.  I  was  told  it  was  vital  to 
the  security  of  the  United  States.  But 
that  involved  hundreds  of  millions  of 
dollars,  Mr.  President;  and,  by  the  way, 
those  in  charge  of  the  project  are  not 
even  sure  that  they  can  make  it  work, 
they  are  not  even  sure  of  that;  but  at 
least  we  took  the  chance,  and  I  did  not 
hear  one  economizer  say,  ‘‘Now,  take  it 
easy,  let  us  ease  into  this  thing,  let  us 
not  be  jumping  into  this  uncertain  field 
of  scientific  endeavor.”  But  we  had 
to  do  it,  because  it  was  important  to  the 
welfare  of  the  American  community,  the 
American  Nation,  to  its  people,  and  to 
the  free  world. 

How  much  money  is  involved  in  the 
proposal  of  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia?  Frankly,  I  think  he  has  been 
very  timid.  I  think  he  has  not  gone  far 
enough.  But  I  think  he  has  used  pru¬ 
dent  judgment  in  saying  this  may  be  as 
far  as  we  should  go,  in  view  of  the  tem¬ 
per  of  the  Senate.  The  amount  is 
slightly  over  $1,000,000.  I  wish  to  repeat 
that  figure,  because  the  American  people 
have  heard  other  figures  so  frequently 
that  it  may  have  slipped  by  without 
proper  notice.  I  am  talking  about 
$1,000, 000-plus,  a  little  over  $1,000,000. 
For  what?  Is  it  $1,000,000  to  be  used  for 
the  purpose  of  destroying  something? 
Oh,  no;  it  is  $1,000,000  to  be  used  to  save 
life;  $1,000,000,  as  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  so  eloquently  and  with 
such  deep  sincerity  said,  to  relieve  the 
agonizing  suffering  of  people  who  are 
victims  of  cancer,  multiple  sclerosis, 
nervous  disorder,  heart  disease,  arthritis, 
and  the  many  other  diseases  which  are 
included  in  the  field  covered  by  the  Na¬ 
tional  Health  Institutes. 

Is  there  a  United  States  Senator,  or  is 
there  anyone  who  aspires  to  come  to 
this  body,  or  anyone  who  has  left  this 
body,  who  can  tell  me  that  the  United 
States  of  America  cannot  afford  an  extra 
$1,000,000  to  alleviate  the  suffering  of 
its  own  people?  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the 
Senate  of  the  United  States  could  save 
a  good  portion  of  that  sum,  if  it  wanted 
to,  merely  by  limiting  certain  of  its 
activities.  It  should  be  done.  Do  not 
tell  me  that  we  cannot  afford  $1,000,000 
for  heart  and  mental  health  and  for 
cancer  research. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  not  one  logical 
argument  against  the  proposal  of  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia — not  one. 
There  is  not  a  Member  of  the  Senate  who 
can  say  that  the  country  cannot  afford 
the  appropriations  which  would  be  pro¬ 


vided  if  the  motion  were  agreed  to. 
There  is  no  man  who  can  say  a  recom¬ 
mittal  of  the  bill  would  unduly  delay  the 
progress  of  business  in  this  body.  There 
is  no  one  who  can  say  that  the  programs 
affected  are  not  well-thought-out,  con¬ 
structive  programs,  which  have  had  a 
great  history  of  experience.  If  this  were 
a  case  to  be  tried  in  court,  where  justice 
was  to  be  done,  there  is  not  a  judge  in 
the  whole  country  who  would  not  give 
an  unqualified  decision  in  favor  of  the 
motion  of  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia. 

Let  me  make  another  observation  re¬ 
garding  the  health  programs.  Every 
time  we  have  under  consideration  in  this 
body  a  measure  connected  with  the  na¬ 
tional  defense,  we  have  literally  a  strug¬ 
gle  here  to  see  which  one  of  us  will  be 
recognized  first,  to  prove  that  we  are 
for  it.  In  other  words,  Senators  almost 
literally  jump  out  of  their  chairs  to  say 
‘‘Mr.  President,”  because  they  want  to 
be  on  record  for  the  great  appropriations 
for  the  national  defense.  There  is  not 
one  of  us  who  wants  to  go  back  home 
and  have  someone  point  at  us  and  say, 
‘‘How  does  it  come  you  did  not  vote  for 
enough  airplanes  or  enough  guns?”  I 
am  sure  that  all  of  us  want  to  be  within 
the  category  of  devoted,  patriotic  citi¬ 
zens,  who  are  concerned  about  the  na¬ 
tional  security;  but,  Mr.  President,  one 
weakness  of  our  country,  one  limitation, 
is  manpower.  We  have  the  scientific 
know-how.  We  have  the  greatest  indus¬ 
trial  machine  the  world  has  ever  known, 
but  we  are  outnumbered  in  this  world; 
and  one  of  the  real  problems  for  the  se¬ 
lective  service,  one  of  the  real  problems 
for  our  defense  industries,  and  one  of  the 
real  problems,  as  we  face  800,000,000 
slaves  of  the  Soviet  Union,  is  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  manpower.  So  what  does  the 
Senate  do?  It  says,  “Well,  we  are  just 
going  to  shave  off  a  little  bit  more  of  that 
manpower;  we  are  going  to  reduce  the 
funds  for  research.” 

I  say  that,  Mr.  President,  because  it 
is  impossible  to  conduct  research  with¬ 
out  people,  and,  when  we  reduce  person¬ 
nel,  as  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  MagnusonI  said,  and,  as  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Lehman]  said, 
the  result  is  to  cut  down  on  research 
work. 

No,  Mr.  President,  this  country  can 
ill  afford  to  cut  down  on  research  which 
will  save  the  lives  of  men,  women,  and 
children.  We  need  to  save  our  man¬ 
power  and  our  human  resources,  and  I 
believe  it  is  fair  to  say — and  anyone  who 
has  studied  the  subject  will  understand 
it,  I  think — that  the  problem  of  mental 
health  is  one  of  the  Nation’s  foremost 
problems. 

What  is  the  problem  of  mental  health? 
Does  it  involve  the  building  of  more 
sanatoriums,  the  erection  of  more  build¬ 
ings?  Not  at  all,  Mr.  President.  The 
problem  is  that  of  training  competent 
staffs.  We  are  able  to  put  together 
bricks  and  mortar,  to  erect  buildings, 
and  to  create  large  institutions,  but 
we  have  not  the  trained  personnel  to 
put  into  them.  So  what  does  the  Senate 
do,  by  the  Ferguson  amendment?  The 
Senate  says,  “Go  ahead,  create,  and 
build  some  buildings;  we  did  not  trim 
down  the  hospital  construction.  Go 
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ahead  and  build  the  buildings,  but  do  not 
train  any  doctors  to  put  inside  of  them.” 

I  submit,  Mr.  President,  that  is  not  sound 
public  policy. 

Furthermore,  let  me  make  a  general 
comment  on  the  defense  of  our  country. 

I  appreciate  the  sudden  increase  in  at¬ 
tendance  in  this  body,  but  I  wish  Sena¬ 
tors  would  listen,  because  we  might 
change  a  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  defense  of 
this  country  is  not  to  be  found  in  mili¬ 
tary  equipment  alone;  it  is  to  be  found  in 
the  utilization  of  its  total  resources,  its 
industrial  resources,  its  military  re¬ 
sources,  and  its  human  resources.  What 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  is  plead¬ 
ing  for  this  afternoon  is  that  we  place 
just  a  little  emphasis  upon  the  human 
resources  and  the  care  of  our  most  prec¬ 
ious  resources,  namely,  the  human  mind, 
the  human  body,  and  the  human  soul. 

Mr.  President,  will  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  yield  me  a  little  more 
time? 

Mr.  NEELY.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
all  my  remaining  time  to  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  shall  not  need  it 
all.  I  appreciate  the  generosity  of  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  emphasize  the 
point  I  was  making.  Why  are  we  put¬ 
ting  up  this  struggle  to  have  the  bill  re¬ 
committed?  The  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  is  fearful  that  he  may  not  be 
successful.  Let  me  address  some  re¬ 
marks  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  whose  heart 
and  whose  spirit  in  connection  with 
these  measures  are  second  to  none.  I 
have  appeared  before  the  subcommittee, 
and  I  know  the  friendly  manner  in  which 
he  received  testimony  and  how  he  feels 
toward  humanitarian  programs.  In  case 
the  motion  to  recommit  does  not  suc¬ 
ceed,  there  will  be  a  chance  to  do  some¬ 
thing  for  the  country  in  the  conference 
committee,  because  it  can  bring  back  a 
report  which  will  accomplish  the  objec¬ 
tives  which  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  has  outlined. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  make  a  few  gen¬ 
eral  remarks  about  the  Ferguson  amend¬ 
ment  and  what  its  result  would  be;  be¬ 
cause  I  realize  that  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  does  not  go 
so  far  in  terms  of  restoring  funds  as  the 
Ferguson  amendment  would  diminish 
them.  Therefore,  I  want  to  comment  on 
one  or  two  other  phases  of  the  question. 

It  so  happens  that  in  the  pending  La¬ 
bor  and  Federal  Security  Agency  appro¬ 
priation  bill  there  are  such  items  as  re- 
seai’ch  in  tuberculosis,  venereal  diseases, 
communicable  disease,  sanitation;  and 
all  these  have  been  affected — every  one 
of  them — by  the  Ferguson  amendment. 
The  committee  recommended  appropria¬ 
tions  which  were  less  than  the  budget 
estimates,  and  yet  every  single  one  of 
these  projects  which  I  have  mentioned 
has  been  affected  by  the  cut  as  outlined 
in  the  Ferguson  amendment. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HILL.  The  subcommittee,  head¬ 
ed  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
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New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  reported  the 
bill  to  the  full  committee  with  the  res- 
'  toration  of  the  full  budget  items  in  these 
different  particulars. 

If  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  will 
yield  further  to  me,  let  me  say,  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  Mexico,  that  he  finds  himself  in  a 
position  which  I  am  sure  is  most  painful 
to  him.  He  has  a  particular  responsi¬ 
bility  as  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  in  charge  of  this  bill.  He  is 
not  free  as  is  an  individual  Senator  to 
act  in  a  matter  of  this  kind ;  he  has  the 
responsibility  of  the  chairmanship  of 
the  subcommittee  representing  the  full 
committee  which  reported  the  bill. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  understand. 

Mr.  HILL.  I  desire  to  say  again,  as  I 
tried  to  say  on  Friday  afternoon,  that 
there  is  no  Member  of  the  Congress,  in 
either  the  Senate  or  the  House,  who  has 
worked  harder  or  labored  more  earnest¬ 
ly  to  get  the  funds  necessary  to  carry 
forward  these  great  health  programs 
than  has  the  distinguished  senior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico.  I  can  bear  wit¬ 
ness,  as  a  member  of  his  subcommittee, 
that  he  has  spent  days,  weeks,  and 
months  attending  hearings,  endeavoring 
to  marshal  and  to  bring  forth  the 
strongest  possible  testimony  to  sustain 
and  support  the  carrying  forward  of 
these  great  programs. 

I  again  pay  my  tribute  to  him  for  his 
many  devoted  and  valued  efforts  not 
only  in  connection  with  this  bill,  but 
throughout  the  year,  in  behalf  of  these 
great  health  programs.  There  is  no 
Member  of  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  who  is  filled  with  a  deeper  sense  of 
humanity  than  is  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico.  He  is,  in  truth,  one  of  our  great 
humanitarians. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Alabama,  and  I  concur  in  his 
remarks  concerning  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee. 

I  just  put  into  the  Record  the  fact 
that  for  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  there  was  recommended  in  the 
bill  an  appropriation  of  $240,027  under 
the  budget  estimate.  This,  in  turn,  has 
been  cut  another  5  percent. 

For  the  National  Cancer  Institute 
there  was  recommended  an  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $141,829  under  the  budget  esti¬ 
mate.  That  has,  in  turn,  been  cut  an¬ 
other  5  percent. 

For  the  mental-health  activities  there 
was  recommended  an  appropriation  of 
$62,026  under  the  budget  estimate.  That 
has  been  cut  another  5  percent. 

The  National  Heart  Institute’s  appro¬ 
priation  was  $77,018  under  the  budget 
estimate.  It  has,  in  turn,  been  cut  an¬ 
other  5  percent.  And  so  on  down  the 
line,  Mr.  President. 

If  we  are  going  to  start  an  economy 
movement  in  the  Congress,  it  seems  to 
me  we  should  start  it  somewhere  else 
than  in  appropriations  affecting  human 
life. 

What  else  has  been  the  effect  of  this 
over-all  cut?  I  invite  the  attention  of 
the  Senate,  and  I  do  it  only  as  a  warning, 
because  of  my  responsibility  as  chair¬ 
man  of  a  subcommittee  dealing  with 


labor-management  relationships,  to 
what  is  going  to  happen.  At  least,  I 
think  it  is  fair  to  prophesy  that  it  will 
happen. 

The  National  Labor  Relations  Board, 
which  is  responsible  for  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  Labor  Relations  Act  of  1947, 
has  been  severely  impaired  by  this  5- 
percent  cut.  The  National  Labor  Rela¬ 
tions  Board  handles  1,900  labor-rela¬ 
tions  cases  a  month,  and  this  cut  will 
mean  that  at  least  a  thousand  cases  will 
not  be  handled  and  processed. 

I  submit,  Mr.  President,  that  during  a 
period  of  defense  we  need  labor-man¬ 
agement  peace.  What  we  have  done  has 
been  to  cut  off  a  piece  of  the  machinery 
that  can  give  us  some  peace. 

I  also  desire  to  point  out,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  the  same  thing  has  happened 
in  connection  with  the  National  Media¬ 
tion  Service.  I  am  familiar  with  the 
activities  of  that  splendid  agency  of  the 
Government.  Its  appropriation,  like 
others  in  this  appropriation  bill,  as  it 
was  reported  to  the  Senate,  was  far  be¬ 
low  the  budget  estimate,  namely,  $200,- 
000  below  it.  Another  6  percent  has 
been  taken  off  personnel.  We  do  not 
settle  labor-management  disputes  by 
documents ;  we  settle  them  by  personnel. 
I  have  been  informed  that  a  5  percent 
cut  will  severely  handicap  the  operations 
of  these  two  agencies,  both  of  which  are 
vital  defense  agencies.  They  are  work¬ 
ing  hand  in  hand  with  the  Wage  Stabil¬ 
ization  Board.  Both  of  them  are  as¬ 
signed  the  responsibility  of  working  out 
a  program  of  labor-management  peace 
and  harmony  in  our  defense  industries, 
and  it  seems  to  me  that,  in  view  of  the 
tremendous  responsibility  which  faces 
us  with  respect  to  production  and  a  full 
flow  of  production,  it  is  false  economy 
of  the  worst  kind  to  try  to  cut  the  ap¬ 
propriation  of  these  two  agencies  of  the 
Government,  particularly  when  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  recommended  appropriation 
was  far  below  the  budget  estimate. 

The  National  Labor  Relations  Board, 
before  the  Ferguson  amendment,  had  a 
decrease  in  its  budget  allowance  of 
$348,541.  I  submit,  Mr.  President,  as 
chairman  of  the  Labor-Management 
Relations  Subcommittee,  where  we  have 
discussed  the  work  of  the  National  Labor 
Relations  Board,  that  it  is  fair  to  say 
that  ever-y  member  of  the  committee 
concurs  in  my  judgment  that  instead  of 
its  being  overstaffed,  instead  of  its  being 
able  to  complete  its  work  on  schedule,  it 
is  understaffed  and  will  be  severely  im¬ 
paired  in  its  operations  by  the  5-percent 
cut. 

So,  Mr.  President,  if  there  ever  was  a 
need  to  send  a  bill  back  to  committee, 
that  need  has  been  demonstrated  all 
the  way  from  the  Bureau  of  Education 
down  the  line. 

Mr.  President,  I  conclude  by  urging 
upon  this  body  that  it  act  favorably  on 
the  motion  of  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia,  and  that  we  give  the  people  of 
the  United  States  an  opportunity  to  be 
adequately  served  by  their  Government 
particularly  in  the  fields  of  health, 
which  are  so  vital. 

At  a  later  time,  Mr.  President,  because 
of  the  reductions,  I  think  we  shall  be 


confronted  with  the  situation  of  having 
presented  to  us  a  deficiency  appropria¬ 
tion  bill. 

By  the  way,  let  me  speak  on  that  sub¬ 
ject  for  a  moment.  I  just  mentioned 
the  word  “deficiency.”  Every  time  we 
try  to  bring  about  a  little  efficiency, 
every  time  some  Member  endeavors  to 
bring  about  efficiency,  do  Senators  know 
what  happens?  A  deficiency  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  is  sneaked  in  through  the  back 
door.  But  what  receives  the  headlines 
is  the  original  move  for  economy.  That 
is  what  receives  the  headlines.  The 
very  first  appropriation  bill  the  Con¬ 
gress  voted  for  this  year  was  a  deficiency 
appropriation  bill  providing  several 
hundred  million  dollars.  What  does  de¬ 
ficiency  mean?  It  means  that  some¬ 
thing  goes  wrong,  and  that  a  little  later 
we  will  have  to  change  our  minds  with 
respect  to  economy  and  say,  “Very  well, 
we  have  changed  our  minds.”  We  will 
pick  up  the  tab. 

If  that  is  the  procedure  to  be  followed, 
it  is  all  very  well  with  me;  but  I  should 
like  to  be  let  in  on  the  secret.  If  this 
is  not  a  sincere  effort  to  cut,  I  should 
like  to  be  told,  because  I  submit  that 
when  research  projects  are  underway, 
and  a  research  experiment  is  within  10 
points  of  being  completed.  Congress  is 
not  going  to  stop  it.  Why  do  we  not 
face  up  to  the  problem  honorably,  and 
tell  the  American  people  that  we  are 
willing  to  appropriate  the  money  needed 
to  do  the  job  on  schedule,  instead  of 
having  to  dismiss  personnel  and  then  re¬ 
hire  them.  There  is  no  business  in  the 
world  that  has  so  many  dismissals  and 
as  many  rehirings  as  has  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States.  There  is 
only  one  reason  for  it.  It  is  because 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  in 
its  appropriations,  does  not  properly  give 
due  credence  to  the  requirements  of  the 
various  agencies. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  support  for  the 
motion  of  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield  to 
me  for  4  minutes? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  4  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mc¬ 
Clellan  in  the  chair).  The  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  is  recognized  for 
4  minutes. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  I  lis¬ 
tened  with  interest  to  the  remarks  made 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  [Mr.  Humphrey].  Of  course, 
those  who  are  for  economy  must  at¬ 
tempt  to  economize  at  some  place.  As 
bills  come  along  for  action  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  if  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  con¬ 
tinues  to  object  so  strongly  to  certain 
cuts  being  made,  I  hope  he  will  endeavor 
to  find  places  in  the  budget  where  he 
can  support  the  economy  effort. 

Mr.  President,  many  of  the  remarks 
which  have  been  made  on  the  floor  have 
a  good  deal  of  merit.  Many  Senators 
who  are  opposed  to  recommital  of  the 
bill  have  just  as  much  human  interest 
in  the  projects  sponsored  by  the  vari¬ 
ous  health  groups  as  has  any  other 
Member  of  the  Senate.  It  was  my  privi- 
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lege  to  initiate  the  original  appropria¬ 
tion  for  heart  research  in  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States,  and  I  have  actively 
supported  such  activities  as  the  National 
Heart  Institute  and  other  worthy  activi¬ 
ties  and  projects  covered  by  this  item 
of  the  bill. 

When  Senators  speak  of  the  terrible 
effect  of  the  additional  5  percent  cut,  I 
call  to  their  attention  that  actually  it  is 
a  cut  of  less  than  1  percent.  Contained 
in  these  appropriations  is  a  total  of 
$102,089,739.  If  the  5-percent  cut  car¬ 
ried  by  the  Ferguson  amendment  re¬ 
mains,  it  will  mean  that  the  agencies 
will  still  receive  $101,157,675,  which  rep¬ 
resents  a  cut  of  less  than  1  percent. 
Any  agency  of  the  Federal  Government 
that  cannot  absorb  a  cut  of  less  than  1 
percent  certainly  should  go  out  of  busi¬ 
ness.  It  is  not  going  to  ruin  anybody 
or  anything  for  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States  to  stand  by  the  figures  as  repre¬ 
sented  by  the  cuts. 

So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  do  not 
like  to  hear  statements  endeavoring  to 
place  on  Members  of  the  United  States 
Senate  the  onus  of  being  against  the 
Health  Institutes  or  any  other  similar 
activites  simply  because  they  are  in  fa¬ 
vor  of  retaining  the  Ferguson  amend¬ 
ment,  which  provides  a  cut  of  less  than 
1  percent.  If  the  amendment  meant 
cutting  the  heart  out  of  a  needed  ap¬ 
propriation,  it  would  be  wholly  different. 
But  it  does  not  mean  that. 

In  order  that  the  figures  may  be 
cleared  up,  Mr.  President,  I  ask  that,  as 
a  part  of  my  remarks,  the  exact  appro¬ 
priations,  the  exact  effects  of  the  5- 
percent  cut,  and  the  amounts  available 
to  the  departments,  may  be  placed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point,  so  that  we  will 
have  the  facts  before  us,  and  not  gen¬ 
eralities  inferring  that  we  are  making 
tremendous  cuts. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows: 

Effect  of  Neely  motion  to  recommit 


Item 

Commit¬ 
tee  recom¬ 
menda¬ 
tion 

5-percent 
cut  in 
personal 
services 
by  Fer¬ 
guson 
amend¬ 
ment 

Available 

after 

Ferguson 

amend¬ 

ment 

National  Cancer  In¬ 
stitute.  . . . 

$19,  805, 171 

$141, 830 

$19,  663,  341 

Mental  health  activi¬ 
ties . . 

10,  737,  974 

62,  026 

10, 675, 948 

Tuberculosis _ 

8, 887, 351 

112,649 

8, 774,  702 

Venereal  diseases. _ 

11,  653,  360 

146,  640 

11,  506,  720 

Dental  health  activi¬ 
ties _ _ 

1,  697,  308 

52, 692 

1,  644,  616 

National  Heart  Insti¬ 
tute . . 

10,  072,  982 

77,  018 

9,  995,  964 

National  Health  Insti¬ 
tutes.  . . 

15, 559, 973 

240, 027 

15,  319,  946 

Office  of  Vocational 
Rehabilitation: 
Payments  to 
States . 

21,  500,  000 

4,597 

21,  495,  403 

Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses . . 

675,  620 

29,  380 

646,  240 

Children’s  Bureau: 
Salaries  andexpenses. 

1,  500,  000 

65,  205 

1, 434,  795 

Total  _ 

102,  089,  739 

932, 064 

101, 157,  675 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me  for  a  question? 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Yes. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  am  not  sure  of  my 
ground  on  this  point,  and  therefore  I 


am  asking  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  a  question.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
last  year  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  joined  the  Senator  from  New  York 
and  his  associates  in  introducing  a  bill 
asking  for  about  $60,000,000  more  for 
cancer  research,  heart  research,  mental 
health  research,  dental  care,  and  other 
collateral  and  similar  activities? 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  I  should  like  to  tell 
the  Senator  that  I  did,  but  frankly  I  do 
not  think  I  did.  I  would  not  say  posi¬ 
tively,  however.  I  have  always  sup¬ 
ported  similar  programs.  But  now  the 
Senate  has  attempted  to  bring  about  an 
economy  program,  to  make  cuts.  I  do 
not  believe  the  cuts  proposed  to  be  made 
are  going  to  bear  serious  consequences, 
because  they  will  affect  only  subordinate 
personnel. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  has  expired. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  now 
yield  4  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Ferguson], 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Michigan  is  recognized  for 
4  minutes. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  first, 
I  desire  to  compliment  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely],  and  those 
who  have  argued  on  his  side,  for  their 
humanitarian  sentiments.  I  realize 
that  the  atmosphere  of  today’s  Senate 
session  is  choked  with  emotion.  I  wish 
to  say,  however,  that  the  mere  fact  that 
we  have  proposed  a  5-percent  cut  in  the 
personnel  below  the  budget  figure  is  not 
an  attempt  to  destroy  or  cripple  or  in  any 
way  harm  the  health  programs.  There 
is  no  one  who  would  not  give  dollars  to 
cure  the  ills  of  man.  But  the  appropri¬ 
ation  of  millions  of  dollars  does  not  mean 
that  the  problems  will  be  solved.  It 
takes  time,  it  takes  the  intelligent  study 
under  programs  properly  supervised,  not 
loosely  thrown  together,  to  solve  the 
problems. 

Certain  problems  cannot  be  solved,  no 
matter  how  many  persons  may  be  placed 
on  the  job  this  year  or  next  year.  When 
I  think  of  that  I  am  always  reminded  of 
what  General  Knudsen  said  when  he 
first  came  to  Washington  to  take  over  the 
production  program.  He  said,  “One 
thing  that  must  be  learned  here  is  that 
you  cannot  change  the  hatching  process 
and  get  chickens  any  quicker  by  put¬ 
ting  two  hens  on  the  nest.”  There  is 
much  truth  in  that  statement. 

Mr.  President,  referring  now  to  the 
motion  to  recommit,  is  nothing  but  a 
paraphrase  of  the  Lehman  amendment 
which  was  rejected  by  the  Senate.  The 
amendment  which  was  added  to  the  bill 
on  motion  of  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  and  other  Senators  does  not  cripple 
health  and  welfare  activities.  It  scarcely 
touches  them.  Appropriations  for  the 
activities  covered  by  the  motion 
amounted,  in  the  House  bill,  to  $132,- 
875,000.  The  Ferguson  amendment  re¬ 
duces  them  by  seven-tenths  of  1  percent. 
This  comes  about  because  these  pro¬ 
grams  are  mainly  carried  forward  by 
grants  to  the  States,  to  institutions,  and 
to  individuals  for  reaserch  and  care. 
That  is  the  way  to  solve  these  problems. 
They  will  not  be  solved  by  housing  thou¬ 


sands  of  employees  under  one  supervisor. 
Workers  must  be  sent  to  the  colleges  and 
hospitals,  to  the  firing  line  where  the 
medical  men  are  engaged  from  day  to 
day  in  particular  forms  of  research  in 
an  effort  to  solve  the  problems.  We  can¬ 
not  solve  them  here  in  Washington. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  wonder  whether  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  thinks  that  the 
way  to  solve  these  research  problems  is 
to  educe  by  several  hundred  the  num¬ 
ber  of  highly  trained  scientific  and  re¬ 
search  staffs  which  are  now  engaged 
in  this  woi’k. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Michigan  has 
expired. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield  me 
a  little  more  time? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
been  as  tolerant  and  patient  as  possible 
in  giving  my  time  to  the  other  side. 
Other  Senators  wish  to  speak  too. 

I  yield  4  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen]. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  the 
pending  motion  is  the  motion  by  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely] 
to  recommit  the  bill  to  the  committee. 
I  trust  that  it  will  be  voted  down  by  an 
overwhelming  majority  of  this  body. 

When  I  came  here  I  thought  it  was 
my  public  and  private  duty  to  pursue,  as 
best  I  knew  how,  my  own  convictions 
in  the  interest  of  my  country.  I  also 
thought  when  I  came  here  that  perhaps 
this  was  a  confraternity  of  gentlemen, 
and  that  every  Member  respected  the 
motives  of  every  other  Member.  Yet, 
when  I  came  into  this  Chamber  a  little 
while  ago,  I  heard  myself  being  excori¬ 
ated  by  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia.  I  heard  him  impugn  my  motives. 
I  heard  him,  by  implication,  at  least, 
leave  the  impression  that  there  was  ice 
water  in  my  veins.  He  ought  to  be 
ashamed  of  himself. 

Mr.  NEELY.  Mr.  President,  I  call  the 
Senator  to  order.  I  said  nothing  of  the 
kind. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  take  his  seat. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  did 
not  yield  4  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  except  for  the  purpose  of  dis¬ 
cussing  the  pending  question. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  shall  discuss  the 
pending  question,  Mr.  President. 

I  remind  my  friend  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  that  when  the  Pepper-Neely  bill 
relating  to  cancer  was  pending  I  stood 
in  the  House  of  Representatives  and  did 
yoernan  service  in  behalf  of  my  friend 
from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  NEELY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  NEELY.  If  the  Senator  had  been 
present,  he  would  have  known  that  I 
said  that  the  able  junior  Senator  from 
Illinois  made  one  of  the  best  speeches 
made  in  the  Seventy-ninth  Congress  in 
behalf  of  my  bill  proposing  an  appropri¬ 
ation  of  $100,000,000  for  cancer  research, 
and  that  I  wished  he  would  vote  to  get 


1951 


6793 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


rid  of  the  5-percent  cut  in  connection 
with  a  $19,000,000  appropriation. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Then  why  the  reflec¬ 
tion  on  the  motives  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois? 

Mr.  NEELY.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  do  not  yield  further, 
Mr.  NEELY.  I  did  not  reflect  on  the 
Senator’s  motives  at  all. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  As  a  minority  Mem¬ 
ber,  I  stood  up  and  defended  the  Pepper- 
Neely  bill  when  most  Members  would 
not  do  it.  I  was  one  who  initiated  an 
amendment  to  the  independent  offices 
appropriation  bill  asking  Mr.  Lilienthal 
for  $25,000,000  out  of  the  atomic  energy 
funds  for  the  pursuit  of  cancer  research. 
It  was  cut  down  to  $1,000,000. 

That  bears  out  what  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Ferguson]  says,  that  we 
cannot  get  results  faster  by  putting  two 
hens  on  the  same  nest.  So  we  said,  “We 
will  not  take  $25,000,000;  we  will  not 
take  $5,000,000;  we  will  take  $1,000,000 
and  pursue  the  work.” 

There  is  no  disposition  on  the  part 
of  any  Senator  on  this  side  of  the  aisle 
to  imperil  or  impair  these  health  re¬ 
search  programs.  On  the  other  hand,  we 
realize  that  there  is  involved  the  issue 
of  the  solvency  of  America.  I  think  we 
take  a  judicious  course  when  we  fol¬ 
low  the  Ferguson  amendment  right 
down  the  line,  and  make  no  exceptions. 
We  cannot  hurry  the  program  any  faster 
merely  by  spending  more  money.  All 
the  work  being  done  in  the  field  of  pri¬ 
vate  research  will  continue  as  it  has  con¬ 
tinued  in  the  past.  All  the  work  being 
done  at  the  State  level  will  continue. 
All  the  work  being  done  in  American 
universities  will  continue.  We  seek  only 
to  get  at  the  over-staffing  of  Govern¬ 
ment.  So  I  hope  that  the  motion  to  re¬ 
commit  will  be  voted  down  with  gusto. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  The 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  is  recognized. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  would  like  to  ask  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  a  question. 

Mi-.  NEELY.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
only  6  minutes  left.  I  do  not  know  under 
what  mistaken  impression  some  other 
Senator  may  speak.  My  point  was  that 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  Illinois  so  en¬ 
thusiastically  supported  my  bill  for 
$100,000,000  for  cancer  research  in  the 
Seventy- ninth  Congress  while  he  was  a 
Member  of  the  House,  I  was  wondering 
how  he  could  now  vote  to  reduce  an  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $19,000,000  for  the  very 
same  kind  of  service. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  is  recognized. 
He  has  6  minutes  remaining;  and  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  has  6  min¬ 
utes  remaining. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  hear  every  Senator  express  his 
opinion.  I  yield  out  of  my  time  to  the 

Senator  from  New  York - 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
expressed  my  opinion,  so  I  do  not  wish 
to  impose  on  the  Senator’s  generosity. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  New  York, 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  asked 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 


Hampshire  [Mr.  Bridges]  whether  or 
not  he  was  one  of  the  group  which  rec¬ 
ommended  $60,000,000  for  research  work. 
The  reason  I  asked  that  question  was 
that  I  was  not  sure  whether  his  name 
was  on  the  bill  or  not.  I  believe  it  was. 
I  do  know  that  he  was  a  member  of  our 
group.  I  do  know  that  his  sympathies 
and  support  were  on  the  side  of  the  re¬ 
quest  for  $60,000,000.  If  $60,000,000 
more  was  necessary  last  year,  I  wonder 
why  this  year  he  feels  that  it  is  justi¬ 
fiable  to  knock  out  $60,000,000  and,  in 
addition,  cut  the  appropriation  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 
To  me  it  does  not  make  very  sound  sense. 

So  far  as  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Dirksen]  is  concerned,  he  talked 
about  our  not  being  able  to  use  a  great 
deal  more  money.  We  are  not  asking 
for  any  more  money.  We  are  asking  to 
be  given  the  same  amount  which  is  esti¬ 
mated  by  the  Budget  Bureau,  without 
reducing  personnel.  By  no  stretch  of 
the  imagination  can  anyone  question  the 
fact  that  by  the  cut  provided  by  the 
Ferguson  amendment  our  research 
staffs,  our  technical  staffs,  and  o--r  staffs 
of  great  scientists  will  be  reduced  by 
many  hundreds  in  the  various  services. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  It  is  not  necessary 
to  reduce  the  number  of  scientists.  The 
reductions  in  personnel  can  be  made  in 
the  various  lower  grades  of  clerks,  and 
so  forth.  The  scientists  can  still  work 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Ferguson 
amendment. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
answer  the  Senator  from  Michigan? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
an  additional  minute  to  the  Senator 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  showed  in  my  re¬ 
marks  on  several  occasions  that  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  staff  in  all  this  work  was 
less  than  3  percent  of  the  entire  roster 
of  employees.  We  cannot  cut  to  any 
extent  from  the  minimum  figure  of  8 
percent.  So  those  who  would  be  laid  off 
would  be  scientists  and  research  workers. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  New  York  has 
expired. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
opposing  the  motion  of  my  good  friend 
from  We3t  Virginia,  but  not  for  the  rea¬ 
sons  outlined  by  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois.  The  cuts  brought  about  by  the 
Ferguson  amendment  will  reduce  the 
Items  in  the  public  health  branch  of  the 
bill  by  $932,064.  I  do  not  believe  that 
adding  that  much  to  the  bill  would  in 
any  way  involve  the  solvency  of  our 
Nation. 

I  am  opposing  the  motion  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia  not  because  I 
am  not  interested  in  the  items  which  he 
has  so  ably  discussed,  but  because  I  am 
afraid  that  the  longer  the  passage  of  the 
bill  is  delayed  the  more  chance  there  is 
that  there  will  be  worse  damage  done  to 
it  than  has  been  done  to  it  by  the  Fergu¬ 
son  amendment. 

Mi-.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 


Mr.  PASTORE.  The  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  will  recall  that  about  3  or  4 
days  ago  I  addressed  a  question  to  him 
with  respect  to  how  he  justified  the 
5 -percent  cut  which  the  committee  was 
willing  to  make,  and  then  I  asked  him 
with  respect  to  the  10-percent  cut,  and 
he  said  that  he  was  opposed  to  a  10- 
percent  cut  because  such  a  cut  would 
render  the  whole  program  ineffective. 

Mi-.  CHAVEZ.  And  I  so  voted. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  That  is  correct.  If 
the  Senator  takes  that  position  as  a 
fundamental  fact,  how  can  he  oppose 
the  motion  of  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  is  only  1  of  £6  Senators.  Fifty- 
six  Senators  voted  contrary  to  the  views 
of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 
Therefore  I  am  afraid  that  there  will 
be  more  damage  done  by  sending  the  bill 
back  to  committee  than  otherwise.  I  arn 
willing  to  take  the  chance  that  there 
may  be  some  charity  in  the  House  con¬ 
ferees  and  that  they  will  reinstate  the 
Senate  figures. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Does  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  still  believe  that  a  10- 
percent  cut  would  render  the  entire 
program  ineffective? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Not  necessarily,  and  I 
will  tell  the  Senator  why  I  believe  so.  I 
thought  that  a  5-percent  cut  was 
sounder  than  a  10-percent  cut.  How¬ 
ever,  the  10-percent  cut  goes  to  the 
budget  figures.  The  Senator  from 

Rhode  Island  has  been  in  public  life 
long  enough,  both  in  his  home  State  and 
in  the  Federal  service,  to  know  that 
when  departments  submit  figures  to  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  the  requests 

usually  contain  at  least  a  10-percent 
cushion,  which  the  departments  do  not 
know  whether  Congress  w'ill  reduce. 
Therefore  I  do  not  believe  they  would  be 
hurt  by  a  10-percent  cut.  Naturally 
they  will  be  hurt  more  than  by  a  5-per¬ 
cent  cut. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

time  of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
has  expired. 

Mr.  NEELY.  Mr.  President,  how 

much  time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Six 
minutes. 

Mr.  NEELY.  If  no  other  Senator 
wishes  to  take  time  I  yield  the  rernainder 
of  my  time  to  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  Humphrey], 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  not  use  all  the  time  remaining. 
However,  there  are  one  or  two  points 
which  I  should  like  to  clarify,  because 
there  seems  to  be  some  misunderstand¬ 
ing  with  respect  to  the  statistics  which 
have  been  presented  to  the  Senate. 

First  of  all,  if  I  heard  correctly,  I  un¬ 
derstood  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  [Mr.  Bridges]  to  say  that  what 
was  involved  was  less  than  a  1 -percent 
cut.  Percentage  figures  are  always  very 
interesting.  To  be  sure,  all  that  is  in¬ 
volved  is  less  than  a  1 -percent  cut  on 
the  total  appropriations  carried  by  the 
bill;  but  I  repeat  there  is  involved  a  5- 
percent  cut  on  personal  services  on  the 
items  which  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  has  mentioned.  A  5-percent 
cut  is  involved  on  the  personal  serv- 
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Ices  in  research  for  cancer,  mental 
health,  dental  activities,  arteriosclerosis, 
arthritis,  and  the  other  Health  Institute 

services.  .  .  . 

Let  no  one  say  that  any  department 
that  cannot  get  along  with  a  little  cut 
of  less  than  1  percent  does  not  deserve 
to  exist.  Let  no  one  get  by  with  that 
kind  of  argument.  What  we  are  talk¬ 
ing  about  is  a  5-percent  cut  in  trained 
technical  personnel,  and  a  5 -percent  cut 
in  trained  technical  personnel  can  mean 
the  difference  between  the  life  and  death 
of  a  program. 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  has  just 
asked  one  of  the  pages  to  get  a  copy 
of  the  hearings.  I  have  a  copy  of  the 
hearings  in  my  office  with  which  I  pre¬ 
pared  myself  for  the  debate.  I  ask  any 
Senator  to  point  out  one  line  of  testi¬ 
mony  in  which  a  doctor  or  professional 
man,  either  in  the  Government  or  out 
of  the  Government,  said  that  any  of  the 
health  agencies  were  overstaffed.  If 
any  Senator  can  point  to  one  line  of  testi¬ 
mony  on  the  part  of  a  man  of  honor  and 
integrity  that  the  Heart  Institute,  for 
example,  is  overstaffed,  or  that  the  Can¬ 
cer  Institute  is  overstaffed,  we  have  no 
ground  for  our  amendment. 

What  do  they  say,  Mr.  President? 
They  pleaded  day  in  and  day  out,  in 
hundreds  of  pages  of  testimony,  not  for 
what  they  got  from  the  committee,  but 
for  more.  The  committee  cut  down  even 
the  budget  estimates.  They  were  able  to 
persuade  the  subcommittee,  which  took 
the  time  to  listen  to  hours  of  testimony. 
They  were  able  to  persuade  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Hill],  and  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  subcomittee  [Mr.  Chavez],  who 
recommended  to  the  full  committee  more 
money  than  was  finally  recommended  to 
the  Senate  by  the  full  committee. 

Mr.  President,  I  say  that  if  I  had  to 
base  my  judgment  with  respect  to  the 
funds  which  are  needed  for  heart  re¬ 
search  either  on  the  testimony  of  the 
junior  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirk- 
sen],  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Bridges],  or  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Ferguscn],  on  the  one 
hand,  or  that  of  Dr.  Van  Slyke,  one  of  the 
most  eminent  heart  specialists  in  the 
country,  I  would  take  the  doctor’s  judg¬ 
ment.  I  believe  doctors  know  more 
about  heart  research  and  needs  for 
trained  personnel  than  Senators  know 
about  such  subjects.  That  is  why  wit¬ 
nesses  were  called  to  appear  before  the 
committee.  Not  one  doctor  testified  that 
sufficient  money  was  available  or  that  a 
sufficient  number  of  trained  personnel 
was  available.  Our  problem  has  been 
lack  of  trained  personnel,  a  lack  of 
trained  doctors,  dentists,  and  nurses. 
That  is  our  problem. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY,  I  yield. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  recall,  since  he  has  been 
a  Member  of  the  Senate,  any  official  of 
any  department  coming  before  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  and  telling  it 
that  the  department  was  overstaffed  and 
should  be  cut? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  No.  But  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  does  recall  that 


when  funds  were  suggested  by  Senators 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  with  respect 
to  certain  agencies  only  a  year  ago,  one 
of  the  eminent  members  of  either  the 
Heart  or  Cancer  Institute  said  they 
could  use  only  so  much  money  at  the 
time  and  asked  that  they  not  be  given 
as  much  as  we  wanted  to  give  them. 
Therefore,  we  reduced  our  suggestions 
and  came  in  with  the  amount  that  we 
could  honorably  support  on  the  basis 
of  professional  evidence. 

Mr.  President,  I  merely  wish  to  point 
out  one  other  fact.  It  appears  that  every 
Senator  is  filled  with  a  sincere  convic¬ 
tion  and  humanitarian  concern  with  re¬ 
spect  to  our  sick  people.  They  will  ex¬ 
press  their  convictions  by  the  votes  that 
they  will  cast.  However,  Mr.  President, 
somewhere  it  is  written,  “By  their  fruits 
ye  shall  know  them.”  It  is  deeds  that 
count,  not  words.  The  measure  of  the 
concern  we  have  will  be  shown  by  our 
votes.  The  amount  of  money  involved 
is  about  $1,000, GOO.  How  shall  we  vote 
on  recommittal?  If  we  vote  to  recom¬ 
mit  the  bill  we  are  simply  saying  that 
150,000,000  people  cannot  support  an¬ 
other  $900,000  worth  of  research.  Either 
that,  or  we  are  saying  we  are  in  favor  of 
it,  but  not  ouite  enough. 

I  conclude  by  saying  that  there  is  no 
evidence  anywhere  in  the  testimony  to 
substantiate  the  claims  which  have  been 
made  by  the  distinguished  Senators  who 
have  spoken  in  opposition  to  the  motion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator’s  time  has  expired.  All  time  for  de¬ 
bate  has  expired.  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely], 

Mr.  WHERRY  and  other  Senators  re¬ 
quested  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered,  and 
the  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  GEORGE  (when  his  name  was 
called) .  On  this  vote  I  have  a  pair  with 
the  junior  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse]  .  If  the  junior  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  were  present  and  voting,  he  would 
vote  “yea.”  If  I  were  at  liberty  to  vote, 
I  would  vote  “nay.”  Therefore,  I  with¬ 
hold  my  vote. 

The  roll  call  was  concluded. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland],  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender],  and  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Gillette] 
is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Murray]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate 
on  official  business,  having  been  appoint¬ 
ed  a  representative  of  our  Government 
to  attend  the  International  Labor  Con¬ 
ference  being  held  in  Geneva,  Switzer¬ 
land. 

The  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  McCar- 
ran]  is  unavoidably  detained  on  official 
business,  and  if  present,  would  vote 
“nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mur¬ 
ray]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  .  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Montana  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  would  vote  “nay.” 


Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Flan¬ 
ders]  is  absent  on  official  business.  If 
present,  he  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Kem], 
who  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate,  is 
paired  with  the  Senator  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  [Mr.  Lodge],  who  is  necessarily 
absent.  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Missouri  would  vote  “nay,” 
and  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Martin]  is  absent  because  of  illness.  If 
present,  he  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Mil- 
likin  ]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse] 
is  absent  on  official  business,  and  his  pair 
has  been  announced  previously  by  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  George], 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Case]  and  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Malone]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  31, 
nays  50,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 31 


Aiken 

Ives 

Monroney 

Anderson 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Moody 

Benton 

Kefauver 

Neely 

Clements 

Kerr 

O’Mahoney 

Connally 

Kilgore 

Pastore 

Green 

Langer 

Smathers 

Hayden 

Lehman 

Sparkman 

Hennings 

Long 

Tobey 

Hill 

Magnuson 

Underwood 

Humphrey 

McFarland 

Hunt 

McMahon 

NAYS— £0 

Bennett 

Ferguson 

Robertson 

Brewster 

Frear 

Russell 

Bricker 

Hendrickson 

Saltonstall 

Bridges 

Hickenlooper 

Schoeppel 

Butler,  Md. 

Hoey 

Smith,  Maine 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Holland 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Byrd 

Jenner 

Smith,  N.  C. 

Cain 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Stennis 

Capehart 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Taft 

Carlson 

Knowland 

Thye 

Chavez 

Maybank 

Watkins 

Cordon 

McCarthy 

Welker 

Dirksen 

McClellan 

Wherry 

Douglas 

McKellar 

Wiley 

Duff 

Mundt 

Williams 

Dworshak 

Nixon 

Young 

Ecton 

O’Conor 

NOT  VOTING— 

•15 

Case 

George 

Martin 

Eastland 

Gillette 

McCarran 

Ellender 

Kem 

Millikin 

Flanders 

Lodge 

Morse 

Fulbright 

Malone 

Murray 

So  Mr.  Neely’s  motion  to  recommit 
was  rejected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  '  The 
question  is.  Shall  the  bill  pass?  There 
are  30  minutes  of  time  for  debate  re¬ 
maining. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record,  at 
this  point,  a  table  purporting  to  show 
the  effect  of  the  Ferguson  amendment. 
The  table  has  been  prepared  at  my  di¬ 
rection  by  the  staff  of  the  committee.  It 
shows  that  the  Ferguson  amendment 
would  reduce  the  total  appropriation  by 
$4,492,071.  There  may  well  be  differ¬ 
ences  of  opinion  as  to  the  application 
of  the  Ferguson  amendment  to  individ¬ 
ual  items.  The  table  shows  the  maxi¬ 
mum  effect.  I  ask  that  it  be  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 
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Agency  and  item 


(1) 


Office  of  Secretary:  department  of  labor 

Salaries  and  expenses . . ... 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Office  o’f’solicTtor' . 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Labor  Standards . 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Veterans’  Reemployment' Rights’ 

Total,  Office  of  the  Secretary 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Apprenticeship’ . 

Bureau  of  Employment  Security: 

Salaries  and  expenses _ _ _ _ 

Grants  to  States:  .  . 

Basic  appropriation . 

Contingency  reserve . . I.IIIIIIIIIIIIII . 

Bureau  of  Employees’  Compensation: 

Salaries  and  expenses . . 

War  claims  transfer . I . 

Employees’  compensation  fundi . 

War  claims  transfer . I . 

Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics:  *  -  " 

Salaries  and  expenses..- _ 

Revision  of  Consumers’  Price  index  '.’II . 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Women’s  Bureau 
Salaries  and  expenses,  Wage  and  Hour  Division 


Total,  Department  of  Labor. 


FEDERAL  SECURITY  A  ENCY 


American  Printing  House  for  the  Blind . 

Columbia  Institution  for  the  Deaf,  salaries  and  expenses _ 

i  ood  and  Drug  Administration: 

Salaries  and  expenses,. _ 

Certification  and  inspection  services,  salaries  and  expenses  (special) 
Freedmen  s  Hospital,  salaries  and  expenses... 

Howard  University: 

Salaries  and  expenses _ _ 

Plans  and  specifications _ IIIIIIIIIIIIIIII  . 

Construction  of  buildings .  . 

Office  of  Education:  ’  .  . 

Vocational  education  grants  (George-Barden  funds) . . . . 

i  urther  endowment  of  colleges  of  agriculture  and  mechanic  arts” 

Salaries  and  expenses _ _ _ 

Payments  to  school  districts .  . 

Grants  for  surveys  and  school  oonstruction’.IIIIIIIIH"" 

Office  of  Vocational  Rehabilitation: 

Payments  to  States . 

Salaries  and  expenses _ 

Public  Health  Service: 

Venereal  diseases _ 

Tuberculosis _ _ _ I— -IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII . 

Assistance  to  States,  general _ IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII . . 

Communicable  diseases . . . . . IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII’III' 

Engineering,  sanitation,  and  industrial  hygiene. ..I.IIIIII’IIIIIII  ” 

Water  pollution  control  grants.. _ _ _ _ _ _ IIIIIIIIIII 

Alaska,  disease  and  sanitation  investigations  and’ contro]  IIIIIII 

Buildings  and  facilities,  Cincinnati:  Appropriation . 

Hospital  construction,  grants  to  States: 

Liquidation  cash _ _ _ _ 

Obligation  cash. . -IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIH” 

Salaries  and  expenses,  hospital  construction . . 

Hospitals  and  medical  care . . .  .  . 

Foreign  Quarantine  Service . IIIIIIII . 

National  Institutes  ot  Health . IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII 

National  Cancer  Institute _ _ .IIIIIIII 

Mental  health  activities _ _ _ IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII 

National  Heart  Institute _ _ _ IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII 

Dental  health  activities. _ _ - _ IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII 

Construction  of  research  facilities:  Appropriation . . 

Commissioned  officers,  pay,  etc . . . . 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Public  Health  Service... II  I"II . 


Total,  Public  Health  Service. 


St.  Elizabeths  Hospital: 

Salaries  and  expenses . . . . 

Miscellaneous  construction  and  replacements. 


Total,  St.  Elizabeths  Hospital. 


Social  Security  Administration: 

Bureau  of  Federal  Credit  Unions,  salaries  and  expenses: 

Appropriation.. . 

Annual  indefinite  (fees) . . . . 

Bureau  of  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance: 

Salaries  and  expenses  (trust  fund  limitation) _ 

Reimbursement  to  OASI  trust  fund . 

Bureau  of  Public  Assistance: 

Grants  (titles  I,  IV,  X,  and  XIV) . 

Salaries  and  expenses . . . . . . 

Children’s  Bureau: 

Salaries  and  expenses _ 

Grants  to  States,  maternal  and  child  welfare _ 

Office  of  Commissioner,  salaries  and  expenses: 

Appropriation _ _ _ _ _ 

Transfer  from  OASI  trust  fund . I..I.I..IIIIIIIIII 


Total,  Social  Security  Administration... 


1952  budget 
estimate 


(2) 


$1,  475, 000 
1, 750, 000 
766,000 
277,000 


Specific 
amounts  in 
bill 


(3) 


4,  268,  000 
2,  692, 000 

6, 475, 000 

159, 560, 000 

10,  000,  000 

1, 973, 000 
(122,  000) 
31.000,000 
(5,  000, 000) 

5,  935, 000 
1,  2,50, 000 

396, 000 
8,  740,  000 


$1, 000, 000 
1, 575,  000 
688, 000 
265,758 


Budget 
estimate  for 
personal  serv¬ 
ices 


(4) 


3,  528,  758 
2, 578,  682 

6, 245,  959 

159, 560, 000 
5, 000, 000 

1, 887, 816 
(122,  000) 
30, 000, 000 
(5, 000, 000) 

5, 371, 352 
1, 125,  000 
379,285 
8, 365,  304 


$1, 315, 933 
1, 611,101 
636, 705 
224,  845 


3,  788,  584 
2, 266, 367 

4,  580,  814 
681, 092 


1,  703, 683 


231, 289, 000 


115,000 

390,000 

5,395,000 
(1, 049, 300) 
2,  987,  000 

2,  575, 000 
55,500 

1,  236,  500 

20,  017,  760 

2,  480,  000 

3,  550,  000 
40,  000,  000 
75,  000,  000 

23,  000,  000 
705,000 

11,800,000 
9,  000,  000 
16,084,000 
6,150,000 
3,  800,  000 
1,  000,  000 

1,  234,  000 

2,  400,  000 

120,  000,  000 
75,  000,  000 
1,220,000 
30,  200, 000 
3, 000, 000 
15,800,000 
19,947,000 
10, 800, 000 
10, 1.50, 000 
1,750,000 
18,  590,000 
1,900,000 
2,868,000 


223, 042, 156 


362,693,000 


2, 135,  000 
136,  500 


2, 271,  500 


200,000 

(598, 000) 

(60, 000, 000) 
3, 734, 000 

,  300, 000, 000 
1, 698, 000 

1, 592, 000 
33, 000, 000 

233,000 

(117,000) 


1,340,457,000 


115,000 
374,  537 

5, 172,  975 
(1,049,300) 
2,  631,  500 

2,  415,  084 
55,500 

1,  236,  500 

20,  017,  760 

2,  480,  000 
3, 397,  706 

40,  000,  000 
75,  000,  000 

21,  500,  000 
675, 620 

11, 653, 360 
8, 887, 351 
15,  960,  000 
5,915,747 

3,  648, 158 
900,000 

1,211,129 
2,  400,  000 

100,  000,  000 
95,  000,  000 
1, 166,  465 
30,  200, 000 
2, 808, 029 

15,  559,  973 
19,  805, 171 
10,  737,  974 
10, 072,  982 

1,697,308 

16,  630,  540 
1, 861, 500 
2,  745, 868 


4,  769,  216 
1, 043,  498 
334,  296 
7,  493,  923 


26, 661, 473 


309,  268 
4, 440,  500 


2, 161, 880 
3, 198, 324 


3, 045, 871 


91, 943 
587,600 

2,  932,  797 
2,  252, 972 

2,  000, 994 
4,  685,  070 

3,  036,  846 


457,  418 


358,  921,  555 


2, 135,  000 
136,  500 


2,  271,  500 


167, 660 
(598, 000) 

(57, 437, 980) 

3,  734,  000 

1, 150,  000,  000 
1, 600, 000 

1, 500, 000 
33, 000, 000 

200,000  1 
(100,000)  / 


1, 190,  201,  650 


1,070,700 
22,  625,  358 
2,  039,  430 
4,  800,  532 
2, 836,  590 
1,  240,  515 
1,  540,  351 
1,053,848 
89,200 
770,000 
2, 442,  646 


56,  475,  267 


1,547,961 


1,547,961 


647, 000 
(51, 260, 398) 


1,  532, 000 
1, 304, 105 


810, 100 


3, 793,  205 


5  percent  of 
personal  serv¬ 
ices  estimate 


(5) 


805,  797 
80, 555 
31,  835 
11,242 


189, 429 
113, 318 

229,041 

34, 055 


85, 184 


238, 461 
62, 175 
16,  715 
374,  696 


1,333, 074 


15,463 

222, 025 

0) 

(‘) 

159, 916 


152, 294 


4,597 

29,380 

146, 640 
112, 649 
100,  050 
234,254 
151,  842 


22,871 


53,535 

(>) 

131, 972 
240, 027 
141,830 
62,026 
77, 018 
52,692 
4,460 
38,500 
122, 132 


1,  692, 498 


(■) 


32,350 
(2, 563, 020) 


76,600 

65,205 


15, 505 


189, 660 


Available 
funds  after 
application  of 
Ferguson 
amendment 
(3)-(5) 

(6) 


$934,  203 
1,  494,  445 
656, 165 
254,  516 


3, 339, 329 
2,  465,  304 

5, 016, 918 

159, 525, 945 
5, 000, 000 

1,802,632 
(122,000) 
30, 000, 000 
(5,  000,  000) 

5, 132,  891 
1,  072, 825 
362,  570 
7,  990,  608 


221, 709, 082 


115,000 
359, 074 

4, 950,  950 
(1,049,300) 
2,  631,  500 

2,  255,  168 


1, 236,  500 

20, 017,  760 

2,  480, 000 

3,  245,  412 
40,  000,  000 
75,  000, 000 

21,  495, 403 
646,240 

11,  506,  720 

8,  774,  702 
15, 859,  950 

5,  6S1,  493 
3,  496,  316 
900,  000 
1, 188,  258 
2,  400,  000 

100,  000,  000 
95,  000,  000 
1,112,930 
30,  200, 000 
2,736,057 
15,319,946 
19,663, 341 
10, 675,  948 

9,  995,  964 
1, 644,  616 

16,626.080 
1, 823, 000 
2, 623,  736 


357,229,057 


2, 135,  000 
136,  500 


2, 271, 500 


135, 300 
(598, 000) 

(54, 874,  960) 
3,  734, 000 

1, 150,000,000 
1,  523,  400 

1,434,795 
33, 000, 000 

184,  495 

(100, 000) 


1,190,011,990 


Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Agency  and  item 

1952  budget 
estimate 

Specific 
amounts  in 
bill 

Budget 
estimate  for 
personal  serv¬ 
ices 

5  percent  of 
personal  serv¬ 
ices  estimate 

Available 
funds  after 
application  of 
Ferguson 
amendment 
(3) -(5) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

federal  security  agency— continued 

Office  of  Administrator:  . 

Salaries,  Office  of  Administrator: 

$2, 419, 000 
(413, 000) 

780, 000 
(135, 000) 

427,000 
(423, 950) 
333, 000 

$2, 150,  000 
(413,  000) 

711, 500 
(123,  500) 

396,  478 
(411,  950) 
75,000 

]  $2, 832, 000 

f  $121,600 

\  (20, 000) 

$2, 028, 400 
(393, 000) 

Service  operations,  salaries  and  expenses: 

j  423, 205 

18, 160 
(3, 000) 

693, 340 
(120,  500) 

General  Counsel,  salaries: 

)  850, 444 

f  22, 522 

\  (20, 000) 

373,  956 
(391,950) 

Transfers  (Food  and  Drug  and  OASlj . 

276, 893 

(') 

75,000 

3, 959, 000 

3, 332, 978 

4,  382,  542 

162,  282 

3, 170, 696 

a  1,  888,  574,  210 

1,  729,  799, 865 

80, 034, 361 
6,  970,  825 

2,628,115 

lf  727, 171,  750 

Total.  Federal  Security  Agency.. . - . - . 

8,  582,  500 

8,  233,  959 

National  Mediation  Board: 

410,  000 
150, 000 
638,  000 

394,  247 
144, 000 
600,  000 

315, 060 
120,  000 

15,  753 
6,000 

378,  494 
138,  000 

485,  025 

24,  251 

575,  749 

1, 198,  000 

1, 138,  247 

920,  085 

46,004 

1, 092,  243 

613,  000,  000 

562,  534,  409 

562,  534,  409 
(4,  845,  808) 

Railroad  retirement  appropriated  account  - — - - ------ . . . 

nvnoncn?  ["transfer  from  railroad  retirement  trust  fund) . 

(5,  268,  000) 

(5,  056,  904) 

(4,  221,  916) 

(211, 096) 

613,  000, 000 

562,  534,  409 

562,  534,  409 

Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service: 

3,  247, 000 
50, 000 

3, 047, 000 
48,750 

2, 701, 740 
25, 000 

135,  087 
1,250 

2, 911, 913 
47,  500 

3, 297,  000 

3, 095,  750 

2, 726, 740 

136, 337 

2, 959,  413 

2  2,  745,  940,  710 

1  2,  527, 844, 386 

117,  313,  484 

4,  492, 071 

2,  523,  352,  315 

i  Not  applicable.  ,  ,  . 

a  Includes  $1,686,950  in  transfer  and  fees. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that,  without  further  debate,  the  Senate 
proceed  to  vote  on  the  final  passage  of 
the  bill. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  requires  unani¬ 
mous  consent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

motion  is  not  in  order. 

Several  Senators.  Vote!  Vote! 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  it  is  in  order  to  vote  upon  final 
passage  of  the  bill;  is  it  not? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  is  advised  by  the  Parliamentarian 
that  it  is  not  in  order  to  vote  upon  the 
final  passage  of  the  bill  at  this  time,  by 
reason  of  the  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent,  then,  that  consent 
for  further  time  for  debate  on  the  bill  be 
withdrawn,  and  that  the  Senate  now 
proceed  to  vote  upon  final  passage  of  the 
bill  itself. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request?  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  it  is  so  ordered.  The 
question  is.  Shall  the  bill  pass?  [Putting 
the  question.] 

The  bill  (H.  R.  3709)  was  passed. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  insist  upon  its  amend¬ 
ments,  request  a  conference  with  the 
House  thereon,  and  that  the  Chair  ap¬ 
point  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Chavez, 
Mr.  Russell,  Mr.  Hill,  Mr.  Kilgore,  Mr. 
Knowland,  Mr.  Thye,  and  Mr.  Ecton 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 
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the  provisions,  but  I  understand  now  cor¬ 
rections  have  been  made  which  will  meet 
the  ob, lections  previously  voiced  by  both 
the  Treasury  and  myself  in  respect  to 
the  passage  of  this  measure. 

Mr.  DOUGHTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  all  of 
the  Senate  amendments  are  in  accord 
with  the  general  principles  of  the  bill  as 
Jt  passed  the\House.  The  first  Senate 
amendment  is  Et  technical  change  which 
includes  a  reference  to  section  811  (d)  — 
relating  to  revocable  transfers — in  the 
bstate-tax  provisions  of  the  bill.  The 
second  amendment  merely  makes  it  clear 
that  the  bill  does  not  tax  the  complete 
release  of  a  power  of  appointment  cre¬ 
ated  on  or  before  October  21,  1942.  The 
third  amendment  extends  from  July  1, 
1951,  to  November  1, 1951,  the  period  dur¬ 
ing  which  holders  of  preexisting  powers 
may  make  partial  releases  of  these  pow¬ 
ers  without  being  subjected  to  estate  or 
gift  tax  upon  the  subsequent  exercise  of 
the  limited  powers.  This  amendment  is 
desirable  in  order  to  give  the  holders  of 
these  old  powers  an  opportunity  to  study 
them  in  the  light  of  this  new  legislation, 
'j’he  fourth  Senate  amendment  permits 
the  release  without  gift  tax  of  a  power 
created  after  October  21,  1942,  if  the  re¬ 
lease  occurred  before  June  1  of  this  year. 
This  amendment  was  necessary  in  order 
to  prevent  retroactive  application  of  the 
gift  tax  in  the  case  of  such  releases. 

The  fifth  Senate  amendment  exempts 
from  estate  and  gift  tax  the  lapse  of  a 
power  of  appointment  during  life  to  the 
extent,  in  each  year,  of  $5,000  or  5  per¬ 
cent  of  the  property  out  of  which  the 

towers  could  have  been  statisfied,  which- 
ver  is  the  greater.  The  House  bill  com¬ 
pletely  exempted  the  lapse  of  a  power, 
put  the  more  limited  exemption  in  the 
“Senate  bill  will  be  sufficient  to  take  care 
of  the  common  type  of  annual,  non- 
Jfumulative  powers  to  invade  which  the 
provision  in  the  House  bill  was  designed 
to  exempt. 

!  The  period  for  tax-free  release  of 
powers  of  appointment  created  on  or  be¬ 
fore  October  21,  1942,  expires,  under 
present  law,  at  the  close  of  this  month. 
It  is,  therefore,  very  important  that  this 
bill — H.  R.  2084 — be  enacted  as  promptly 
as  possible  in  order  to  clarify  the  situa¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  these  old  powers. 
For  this  reason,  and  because  the  bill  as 
amended  by  the  Senate  contains  essen¬ 
tially  the  same  provisions  as  the  bill 
which  passed  the  House,  I  ask  that  we 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendments. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  now  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Camp],  who 
will  further  explain  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments. 

Mr.  CAMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  five  amend¬ 
ments  were  placed  on  this  bill  in  the 
Senate.  Three  of  them  are  technical. 
One  of  the  amendments  placed  a  limi¬ 
tation  on  invasion  trusts,  namely,  a  limi¬ 
tation  of  $5,000  or  5  percent  on  invasions, 
whichever  is  the  larger.  I  think  that 
meets  the  main  objection  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  had  to  the  bill. 

May  I  say  that  this  meets  with  the 
views  of  the  Treasury,  and  they  have 
given  their  approval  to  this  amendment. 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  In  other  words, 
the  invasion  which  the  gentleman  is 


speaking  of  is  the  invasion  of  the  corpus 
of  the  trust? 

Mr.  CAMP.  The  encroachment  on 
the  corpus  of  the  trust  estate.  That 
has  been  limited  in  this  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  to  $5,000  per  year  or  5  percent 
of  the  trust,  whichever  may  be  larger. 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  In  other  words, 
if  5  percent  of  the  ti'ust  estate  is  more 
than  the  $5,000,  it  would  be  limited  to 
5  percent  in  any  1  year? 

Mr.  CAMP.  Yes. 

The  other  amendment  was  increasing 
the  time  when  powers  of  appointment 
may  be  withdrawn  in  gifts  or  deeds  made 
prior  to  1942,  giving  them  instead  of 
a  limitation  of  July  1,  1951,  a  limitation 
of  December  31;  that  is,  giving  them 
from  now  until  then  to  make  those  cor¬ 
rections  in  deeds,  gifts,  or  wills  as  we 
have  been  discussing  here. 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  They  have  until 
December  31  of  this  year? 

Mr.  CAMP.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  I  am  delighted 
that  the  other  body  has  seen  fit  to  make 
these  amendments,  and  I  certainly  have 
no  objection  to  the  adoption  of  the 
amendments. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLS.  The  amendments  which 
the  other  body  adopted  and  which  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  has  explained 
are  actually  amendments  which  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania  would  have 
desired  in  the  bill  in  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  I  thank  the 
gentleman,  and  withdraw  my  reserva¬ 
tion  of  objection. 

Mr.  REED  of  New  York.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  no  objection,  but  I  would  like  to 
insert  my  explanation  of  those  amend¬ 
ments,  if  I  may,  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  REED  of  New  York.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  join  with  the  chairman  in  requesting 
that  the  House  concur  in  the  Senate 
amendments  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  2084)  re¬ 
lating  to  the  treatment  of  powers  of  ap¬ 
pointment  for  estate  and  gift  tax  pur¬ 
poses.  It  is  of  the  utmost  importance 
that  this  bill  be  enacted  into  law  as 
promptly  as  possible  because  the  period 
contained  in  the  present  law  for  the  tax- 
free  release  of  powers  of  appointment 
created  on  or  before  October  21,  1942, 
expires  on  the  30th  of  this  month. 

I  believe  the  Senate  amendments  to 
this  bill  should  be  adopted.  The  first 
and  second  amendments  by  the  Senate 
merely  carry  out  the  intent  of  the  House 
bill  by  including  a  reference  to  section 
811  (d)  of  the  code  and  by  specifically 
providing  that  the  complete  release  o| 
a  preexisting  power  at  any  time  is  not 
taxable.  In  extending  to  November  1  of 
this  year  the  period  during  which  per* 
sons  holding  preexisting  powers  may  re* 
lease  them  partially  without  subsequent 
estate  or  gift  tax  liability,  the  Senate  has 
taken  cognizance  of  the  fact  that  the 
holders  of  these  powers  created  on  or 
before  October  21, 1942,  need  a  short  pe¬ 


riod  of  time  after  enactment  of  this  bill 
in  which  to  make  a  proper  disposition/^ 
these  powers.  A  further  amendment  by 
the  Senate  prevents  the  retroactive  im¬ 
position  of  the  gift  tax  in  the  case  of 
powers  created  after  October  21,  1942, 
which  were  released  before  June  1  of 
this  year. 

The  Senate  amendments  also  limit  the 
exemption  of  powers  which  lapse  during 
the  life  of  the  holder  to  $5,000  or  5  per¬ 
cent  in  each  year.  While  this  provision 
is  not  as  liberal  as  the  provision  con¬ 
tained  in  the  House  bill,  it  will  exempt 
the  noncumulative  invasion  powers  with 
which  our  committee  was  concerned. 
Consequently,  I  recommend  that  the 
House  concur  in  the  Senate  amendments 
to  this  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  amendments  will  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  the  proper  place. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendments  were  agreed 
to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

FUR  PRODUCTS  LABELING  ACT 

Mr.  CROSSER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.  R.  2321)  to 
protect  consumers  and  others  against 
misbranding,  false  advertising,  and  false 
invoicing  of  fur  products  and  fui’S,  with 
an  amendment  of  the  Senate  thereto, 
disagree  to  the  Senate  amendment,  and 
request  a  conference  with  the  Senate. 
The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ohio? 
[After  a  pause.]  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  appoints  the  following  conferees: 
Messrs.  Beckworth,  Priest,  Harris, 
Wolverton,  and  O’Hara. 

(Mr.  DOUGHTON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
on  the  Senate  amendments  to  the  bill 
H.  R.  2084.) 

AMENDING  DISPLACED  PERSONS  ACT  OF 
1948 

Mr.  WALTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.  R.  3576)  to 
amend  the  Displaced  Persons  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended,  with  an  amendment  of  the 
Senate  thereto,  and  concur  in  the  Senate 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows : ' 

Page  1,  strike  out  all  after  line  4  over  to 
and  including  line  15  on  page  2  and  insert: 

“  ‘Seo.  3  (a)  I.  During  the  three  and  one- 
half  fiscal  years  beginning  July  1,  1948,  and 
ending  December  31,  1951,  eligible  displaced 
persons  and  persons  defined  in  subdivisions 
(2),  (3),  and  (4)  of  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section  seeking  to  enter  the  United  States  as 
Immigrants,  and 

“  ‘II.  During  the  four  fiscal  years  begin¬ 
ning  July  1,  1948,  and  ending  June  30,  1952, 
eligible  displaced  orphans  seeking  to  enter 
the  United  states  as  immigrants  may  be 
Issued  immigration  visas  without  regard  to 
quota  limitations  for  those  years  as  provided 
by  subsection  (c)  of  this  section:  Provided, 
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Tijat  not  more  than  341,000  such  visas  shall 
he  'issued  under  this  act,  as  amended,  in¬ 
cluding  such  visas  heretofore  issued  under 
the  Displaced  Persons  Act  of  1943:  Provided 
further',  That  no  such  immigration  visa  shall 
be  issued  to  eligible  displaced  persons  unless 
the  Commission  initiated  the  selection  or 
processing  of  such  persons  on  or  before  July 
31,  1951;  and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  State  to  procure  the  cooperation 
of  other  nations,  particularly  the  members 
of  the  International  Refugee  Organization, 
in  the  solution  of  the  displaced-persons 
problem  by  their  accepting  for  resettlement 
a  relative  number  of  displaced  persons,  and 
to  expedite  the  closing?,,  of  the  camps  and 
terminate  the  emergency* »” 

Mr.  WALTER  (interrupting  the  read¬ 
ing  of  the  Senate  amendment).  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  Consent  that 
further  reading  of  the  amendment  be 
dispensed  with. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  reserving  the  right  to  object, 
is  this  the  amendment  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Maine  [Mr.  Fellows]  talked 
to  me  about  and  which  he  said  was  satis¬ 
factory  to  him? 

Mr.  WALTER.  I  suppose  it  is.  All 
the  amendment  does  is  to  change  thei 
terminal  date  for  issuance  of  visas  to 
displaced  orphans  so  that  the  terminal 
date  is  the  same  as  the  date  for  other 
orphans  under  existing  law. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  the  occasion  of  the 
final  passage  of  this  act,  I  wish  to  con¬ 
vey  to  the  House  certain  information 
regarding  the  present  status  of  the  dis¬ 
placed-persons  program. 

I  am  informed  that  up  to  June  15, 
1951,  243,702  displaced  persons  have  been 
admitted  to  the  United  States.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  again  as  of  June  15,  1951,  visas 
were  issued  to  360  out  of  the  2,000  per¬ 
sons  classified  as  the  Venezia  Guilia 
refugees;  893  visas  were  issued  to  dis¬ 
placed  orphans  defined  in  section  2  (e) 
of  the  existing  law;  and  220  visas  were 
granted  to  war  orphans  adopted  by 
American  citizens  under  section  2  (f), 
of  the  act. 

I  do  not  want  to  discuss  at  this  time 
the  activities  of  the  agencies  charged 
with  the  administration  of  the  act,  but 
I  cannot  refrain  from  pointing  out  that 
the  processing  of  immigrants  classified 
as  “persons  of  German  ethnic  origin”' 
who  are  authorized  to  come  to  this  coinjC 
try  under  section  12  of  the  act  has  been 
unfortunately  very  slow.  While  MU 90 
immigrants  of  this  category  have  entered 
the  United  States  between  July  /948  and 
July  1950,  only  752  such  immigrants 
reached  our  country  betweejat'  July  1950 
and  June  15,  1951.  Compj*fe  these  fig¬ 
ures,  please,  with  the  total  number  of 
persons  authorized  to  enter  this  country 
under  section  12  of  ^lie  act,  which  is 
54,744,  and  bear  in  /hind  that  this  au¬ 
thorization  expires  bn  June  30,  1952. 

I  believe  that/ 1  am  expressing  the 
unanimous  sentiment  of  the  Congress  in 
urging  all  thpee  agencies  involved — the 
Department/^:  State,  the  Department  of 
Justice,  and  the  Displaced  Persons  Com¬ 
mission— to  make  every  possible  effort  in 
order  tp  comply  with  congressional  in¬ 
tent  by  expediting  the  processing  of  this 
category  of  immigrants,  without,  of 
co/rse,  relaxing  any  of  the  statutory  re¬ 
quirements  for  admission. 


Having  now  spent  over  iy2  years 
watching  the  social,  political,  and  legal 
aspects  of  this  problem,  I  am  happy  to 
be  able  to  advise  my  colleagues  that  the 
passage  of  the  1948  act,  its  amendment 
of  June  16,  1959,  and  the  amendment 
now  before  us,  will  permit  the  United 
States  fully  to  discharge  its  voluntarily 
assumed  moral  obligations  toward  the 
displaced  populations  of  Europe.  I  am 
also  happy  to  report  that  the  Interna¬ 
tional  Refugee  Organization  has  now 
finally  decided  to  finish  its  work  and  to 
terminate  its  existence  on  December  31 
of  this  year.  The  problem  of  the  dis¬ 
placed  persons  in  Europe,  as  we  first  met 
it  back  in  1945,  right  after  VE-day,  could 
be  safely  regarded  as  liquidated. 

However,  there  is  a  much  larger  prob¬ 
lem,  namely,  that  of  the  7,000,000  or 
8,000,000  refugees  of  German  ethnic  ori¬ 
gin  who  have  been  forcibly  ejected  from 
their  homes  by  the  Communist-domi¬ 
nated  governments  of  Eastern  Europe. 
In  addition,  there  is  the  problem  of  sur¬ 
plus  population  plaguing  economically 
and  causing  political  and  social  disturb¬ 
ances  in  at  least  three  more  European 
countries  in  addition  to  Western  Ger¬ 
many,  namely,  in  Italy,  Greece,  and  tl 
Netherlands. 

The  existence  of  this  problem  ig  re¬ 
flected  in  the  most  disturbing  pybssure 
on  our  immigration  system.  The  stead¬ 
ily  increasing  number  of  people  who  try 
to  enter  the  United  States  illegally  or  by 
posing  as  temporary  visitor  while  they 
are  actually  immigrants!  the  rapidly 
mounting  number  of  private  bills  intro¬ 
duced  in  the  House  and  in  the  other 
body;  and  the  constant  lobbying  of  cer¬ 
tain  groups  in  behalf  of  legislation  to  in-  T 
crease  our  immigration  quotas — those! 
are  only  a  few  at  the  occurrences  facing 
us  every  day./ 

The  Congfess  was  well  aware  of  this 
situation  when  it  enacted  into  the  law 
section  16  of  the  Displaced  Persons  Act. 
Under/his  section,  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  was  authorized  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  a  conference  between  affected 
nations  for  the  purpose  of  studying  and 
laking  recommendations  which  would 
’"provide  for  a  satisfactory  solution  of 
these  problems. 

I  am  sorry  to  report  that  very  little, 
if  anything,  has  been  done  in  order  to 
implement  the  clearly  stated  Congres-  i 
sional  intent.  Similarly,  very  little,  if  ? 
anything,  has  been  done  to  implement 
recommendations  made  in  House  Report 
No.  1841,  Eighty-first  Congress,  submit¬ 
ted  by  a  special  subcommittee  of  the 
House  Judiciary  Committee,  of  which  I 
was  the  chairman.  This  lack  of  activity  ■ 
has  produced — among  other  things — a 
highly  unsatisfactory  situation  regarding 
the  future  operation  of  a  whole  fleet  of 
reconditioned  passenger  vessels  operated 
now  by  the  International  Refugee  Or¬ 
ganization  for  the  purpose  of  shipping 
immigrants  to  this  country,  to  Canada, 
to  Australia,  to  certain  countries  of  Cen¬ 
tral  and  South  America,  and  to  Africa. 
This  extremely  useful  fleet  which  could 
be  used  for  the  purposes  envisaged  in 
section  16  of  the  Displaced  Persons  Act, 
will  have  to  be  disbanded  and  the  vessels 
put  in  moth  balls  on  the  expiration  date 


of  the  IRO,  which  is  only  slightly  over  6 
months  away. 

Faced  with  the  increased  pressure 
our  immigration  system  and  aware 
the  heavy  burden  placed  by  surplus  pop¬ 
ulations  on  the  economies  of  comrades 
which  we  are  assisting  at  great  /sense, 
we  should  not  permit  that  this /Excellent 
instrument  of  moving  peopWto  places 
where  they  are  wanted,  be  destroyed. 

It  is  perfectly  clear  that/section  16  of 
the  Displaced  Fersons  Act  gives  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  United/fetates  sufficient 
authority  to  call  uponOall  interested  na¬ 
tions,  both  those  yfio  are  faced  with 
surplus  and  homeless  populations  as  well 
as  those  who  a yf  ready  and  willing  to 
receive  them,  to  get  together  as  soon  as 
possible  and  to  devise  ways  and  means 
of  continuing  the  good  job  that  the  In¬ 
ternational  Refugee  Organization  has 
done  in  moving  in  excess  of  900,000  peo¬ 
ple  wi/in  the  last  few  years.  Exactly 
1  year  has  elapsed  now  since  section  16 
.  ae  law  and  I  most  sincerely  hope 
it  the  Department  of  State  and  the 
Economic  Cooperation  Administration 
■join  forces  with  other  free  nations  and 
work  toward  a  solution  of  a  problem  in 
which  at  least  21  nations  of  the  world  are 
vitally  interested. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reservation  of 
objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table.  ^ 


LABOR,  FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (IJ.  R.  3709) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor,  the  Federal  Security' 
Agency,  and  related  independent  agen¬ 
cies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1952,  and  for  other  purposes,  with  Sen¬ 
ate  amendments  thereto,  disagree  to  the 
Senate  amendments  and  agree  to  the 
conference  asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

Mr.  SCHWABE.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  I  would  like  to  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island  if  it  is  not  a 
fact  that  the  amendments  consist  chief¬ 
ly  of  increases  in  the  figures  over  the 
bill  as  it  passed  the  House. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  It  does  show  an  in¬ 
crease  over  the  House  figures. 

Mr.  SCHWABE.  Do  you  know  ap¬ 
proximately  how  much,  in  toto? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  In  the  neighborhood 
of  over  $30,000,000,  excluding  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  railroad  retirement  fund. 

Mr.  SCHWABE.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island?  [After  a  pause.]  The 
Chair  hears  none  and  appoints  the  fol¬ 
lowing  conferees :  Mi*.  Fogarty,  Mr.  Hed- 
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rick,  Mr.  McGrath,  Mr.  Denton,  Mr.  j 
Cannon,  Mr.  Schwabe,  Mr.  Stockman,  j 
and  Mr.  Busbey.  j 

UNITED  STATES  v.  JOSEPH  P.  KAMP 
Mr.  DOYLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  a 


question  of  the  privilege  of  the  House. 

I  have  been  subpenaed  to  appear  be¬ 
fore  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  to 
testify  on  June  25,  1951,  at  1 :  30  p.  m.,  in 
the  case  of  the  United  States  against 
Joseph  P.  Kamp,  which  is  a  congressional 
contempt  proceeding.  Under  the  prece¬ 
dents  of  the  House,  I  am  unable  to  com¬ 
ply  with  this  subpena  without  the  con¬ 
sent  of  the  House,  the  privileges  of  the 
Houce  being  involved.  I  therefore,  sub¬ 
mit  the  matter  for  the  consideration  of 
this  body. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  send  to  the  desk  the 
subpena. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  read 
the  subpena. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

United  States  District  Court  for  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia — The  United  States  v. 

Joseph  P.  Kamp,  No.  1788—50. 

The  President  of  the  United  States  to  Hon. 
Clyde  Doyle,  United  States  Congress,  House 
Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C.: 

You  are  hereby  commanded  to  attend  the 
said  court  on  Monday,  June  25,  1951  at  1 :  30 
o’elock  p.  m„  to  testify  on  behalf  of  the 
United  States;  and  not  depart  the  court  with¬ 
out  leave  of  the  court  or  District  Attorney. 

Witness,  the  Honorable  Bolitha  J.  Laws, 
chief  judge  of  said  court,  this  22d  day  of 
June  A.  D.  1951. 

[seal]  Harry  M.  Hull,  Clerk 

By  Michael  James  Sullivan, 

Deputy  Clerk. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
offer  a  resolution  (H.  Res.  270)  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Whereas  Representative  Clyde  Doyle,  a 
Member  of  this  House,  has  been  served  with 
a  subpena  to  appear  as  a  witness  before  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Columbia,  to  testify  at  1 :  30 
o’clock  post  meridian,  on  the  25th  day  of 
June  1951,  in  the  case  of  the  United  States  v. 
Josph  P.  Kamp,  Criminal  Docket  No.  1788- 
60;  and 

Whereas  by  the  privileges  of  the  House  no 
Member  is  authorized  to  appear  and  testify, 
but  by  order  of  the  House :  Therefore  be  it 

Resolved,  That  Representative  Clyde 
Doyle  is  authorized  to  appear  in  response 
to  the  subpena  of  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  District  of  Columbia 
in  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Joseph  P. 
Kamp  at  such  time  as  when  the  House  is  not 
sitting  in  session;  and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  a  copy  of  this  resolution  be 
submitted  to  the  said  court  as  a  respectful 
answer  to  the  subpena  of  said  court. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

Mr.  LANHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to 
a  question  of  the  privilege  of  the  House. 

I  have  been  gtibpenaed  to  appear  be¬ 
fore  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  to 
testify  on /June  25,  1951,  at  1:30  p.  m., 
in  the  case  of  the  United  States  against 
Joseph..  !P.  Kamp,  which  is  a  congres- 
SionaTcontempt  proceeding.  Under  the 
fcrep£dents  of  the  House,  I  am  unable  to 
comply  with  this  subpena  without  the 
Cbnsent  of  the  House,  the  privileges  of 


the  House  being  involved.  I,  therefore, 
submit  the  matter  for  the  consideration 
of  this  body. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  send  to  the  desk  the 
subpena. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  read 
the  subpena. 

The  Clerk  read,  as  follows: 

United  States  District  Court  for  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia — The  United  States  v. 
Joseph  P.  Kamp,  No.  1788—50 
The  President  of  the  United  States  to  Hon. 
Henderson  Lanham,  United  States  Congress, 
House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C.: 

You  are  hereby  commanded  to  attend  the 
said  court  on  Monday,  June  25,  1951,  at  1:30 
o’clock  p.  m„  to  testify  on  behalf  of  the 
United  States;  and  not  depart  the  court 
without  leave  of  the  court  or  district  at¬ 
torney. 

Witness,  the  Honorable  Bolitha  J.  Laws, 
chief  judge  of  said  court,  this  22d  day  of 
June  A.  D.  1951. 

[seal]  Harry  M.  Hull,  Clerk, 

By  Michael  James  Sullivan, 

Deputy  Clerk. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
offer  a  resolution  (H.  Res.  271)  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as 
follows : 

Whereas  Representative  Henderson  Lan¬ 
ham,  a  Member  of  this  House,  has  been 
served  with  a  subpena  to  appear  as  a  witness 
before  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  District  of  Columbia,  to  testify  at 
1:30  o'clock  p.  m.,  on  the  25th  day  of  June 
1951,  in  the  case  of  the  United  States  v. 
Joseph  P.  Kamp,  Criminal  Docket  No.  1788- 
50;  and 

Whereas  by  the  privileges  of  the  House  no 
Member  is  authorized  to,  appear  and  testify, 
but  by  order  of  the  House:  Therefore  be  it 
Resolved,  That  Representative  Henderson 
Lanham  is  authorized  to  appear  in  response 
to  the  subpena  of  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  District  of  Columbia  in 
the  case  of  thp'  United  States  v.  Joseph  P. 
Kamp  at  such-time  as  when  the  House  is  not 
sitting  in  session;  and  be  it  further 

Resolved/' That  a  copy  of  this  resolution  be 
submitted’  to  the  said  court  as  a  respectful 
answer  to  the  subpena  of  said  court. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  a 
question  of  the  privilege  of  the  House. 

I  have  been  subpenaed  to  appear  be¬ 
fore  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  to 
testify  on  June  25,  1951,  at  2  p.  m.,  in  the 
case  of  the  United  States  against  Joseph 
P.  Kamp,  which  is  a  congressional  con¬ 
tempt  proceeding.  Under  the  precedents 
of  the  House,  I  am  unable  to  comply  with 
this  subpena  without  the  consent  of  the 
House,  the  privileges  of  the  House  being 
involved.  I,  therefore,  submit  the  matter 
for  the  consideration  of  this  body. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  send  to  the  desk  the 
subpena. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  read 
the  subpena. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

United  States  District  Court  for  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia — The  United  States  v. 
Joseph  P.  Kamp,  No.  1788-50 
The  President  of  the  United  States  to  Hon. 
Carl  Albert,  United  States  Congress,  House 
Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C.: 

You  are  hereby  commanded  to  attend  the 
said  court  on.  Monday,  June  25,  1951,  at  1 


o’clock  p.  m.,  to  testify  on  behalf  of  the 
United  States;  and  not  d  part  the  court  with¬ 
out  leave  of  the  court  of  district  attorney. 

Witness,  the  Honorable  Bolitha  J.  Laws, 
chief  Judge  of  said  court,  this  22d  day  of 
June,  A.  D.  1951. 

[seal]  Harry  M.  Hull,  Clerk. 

By  Michael  James  Sullivan, 

Deputy  Clerk. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
offer  a  resolution  (H.  Res.  272). 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Whereas  Representative  Carl  Albert,  a 
Member  of  this  House,  has  been  served  with 
a  subpena  to  appear  as  a  witness  before  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Columbia,  to  testify  at  2  o’clock 
post  meridian,  on  the  25th  day  of  June,  1951, 
in  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Joseph  P. 
Kamp,  criminal  docket.  No.  1788-50;  and 
Whereas  by  the  privileges  of  the  House  no 
Member  is  authorized  to  appear  and  testify, 
but  by  order  of  the  House:  Therefore  be  it 
Resolved,  That  Representative  Carl  Albert 
is  authorized  to  appear  in  response  to  the 
subpena  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Columbia  in  the 
case  of  the  United  States  v.  Joseph  P.  Kamp 
at  such  time  as  when  the  House  is  not  sitting 
In  session;  and  be  it  further 

Resoltied,  That  a  copy  of  this  resolution  be 
submitted  to  the  said  court  as  a  respectful 
answer  to  the  subpena  of  said  court. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

Mr.  O’HARA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  a 
question  of  the  privilege  of  the  House. 

I  have  been  subpenaed  to  appear  be¬ 
fore  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  to 
testify  on  June  25,  1951,  at  1:30  p.  m.,  in 
the  case  of  the  United  States  against 
Joseph  P.  Kamp,  which  is  a  congres¬ 
sional  contempt  proceeding.  Under  the 
precedents  of  the  House,  I  am  unable  to 
comply  with  this  subpena  without  the 
consent  of  the  House,  the  privileges  of 
the  House  being  involved.  I,  therefore, 
submit  the  matter  for  the  consideration 
of  this  body. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  send  to  the  desk  the 
subpena. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  read 
the  subpena. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

United  States  District  Court  for  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia — The  United  States  v. 

Joseph  P.  Kamp,  No.  1788—50 

The  President  of  the  United  States  to 
Hon.  Joseph  P.  O’Hara,  United  States  Con¬ 
gress,  House  Office  Building,  Washington, 
D.  C.: 

You  are  hereby  commanded  to  attend  the 
said  court  on  Monday,  June  25,  1951,  at  1:30 
o’clock  p.  m.  to  testify  on  behalf  of  the 
United  States;  and  not  depart  the  court 
without  leave  of  the  court  or  district  at¬ 
torney.  \  „  _  _ 

Witness  the  Honorable  Bolitha  J.  Laws, 
chief  judge  of  said  court,  this  22d  day  of 
June,  A.  D.  1951. 

[seal]  Harry  M.  Hull,  Clerk, 

By  Michael  James  Sullivan, 

Deputy  Clerk. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
Offer  a  resolution  (H.  Res.  273). 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Whereas  Representative  Joseph  P.  O’Hara, 
a  Member  of  this  House,  has  been  served 
with  a  subpena  to  appear  as  a  witness  before 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  District  of  Columbia,  to  testify  at  1:30 
o'clock  p.  m.,  on  the  25th  day  of  June  1951, 
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1  n't  he  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Joseph  P, 
Kamp,  Criminal  Docket  No.  1788-50;  and 
Wiifereas  by  the  privileges  of  the  House  no 
Member  is  authorized  to  appear  and  testify, 
but  by  order  of  the  House:  Therefore  be  it 
Besolvect,  That  Representative  Joseph  P. 
O’Hara  is  auth  jrized  to  appear  in  response 
to  the  subpena  of  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  \or  the  District  of  Columbia 
in  the  case  of  th^  United  States  v.  Joseph  P. 
Kamp  at  such  timteas  when  the  House  is  not 
sitting  in  session;  and  be  it  further 
Resolved,  That  a  copy  of  this  resolution  be 
submitted  to  the  saidopourt  as  a  respectful 
answer  to  the  subpena  of  said  court. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  ivas  laid  on  the 
table.  V 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to 
a  question  of  the  privilege  of  the  House. 

I  have  been  subpenaed  to  appear  be¬ 
fore  the  District  Court  of  the  "United 
States  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  to 
testify  on  June  25,  1951,  at  1:30  p.  m., 
in  the  case  of  the  United  States  against 
Joseph  P.  Kamp,  which  is  a  congres¬ 
sional-contempt  proceeding.  Under  the 
precedents  of  the  House,  I  am  unable  to 
comply  with  this  subpena  without  the 
consent  of  the  House,  the  privileges  of 
the  House  being  involved.  I,  therefore, 
submit  the  matter  for  the  consideration 
of  this  body. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  send  to  the  desk  the 
subpena. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  read 
the  subpena. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

United  States  District  Court  for  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia — The  United  States  v, 
Joseph  P.  Kamp,  No.  1788-50 
The  President  of  the  United  States  to  Hon. 
Charles  A.  Halleck,  United  States  Congress, 
House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C.: 

You  are  hereby  commanded  to  attend  the 
said  court  on  Monday,  June  25,  1951,  at  1:30 
o’clock  p.  m.  to  testify  on  behalf  of  the 
United  States;  and  not  depart  the  court 
without  leave  of  the  court  or  district  at¬ 
torney. 

Witness,  the  Honorable  Bolitha  J.  Laws, 
chief  judge  of  said  court,  this  22d  day  of 
June  A.  D.  1951. 

[seal]  Harry  M.  Hull,  Clerk. 

By  Michael  James  Sullivan, 

Deputy  Clerk. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
offer  a  resolution  (H.  Res.  274).  / 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Whereas  Representative  Charles  A.  Hal¬ 
leck,  a  Member  of  this  House,  has,,  been 
served  with  a  subpena  to  appear  as  a  witness 
before  the  District  Court  of  the'  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  to  testi¬ 
fy  at  1:30  o’clock  post  meridian >  on  the  25th 
day  of  June  1951,  in  the  case  o’f  the  United 
States  v.  Joseph  P.  Kamp,  Criminal  Docket 
No.  1788-50;  and 

Whereas  by  the  privileges  of  the  House  no 
Member  is  authorized  tq  appear  and  testify, 
but  by  order  of  the  House:  Therefore  be  it 
Resolved,  That  Representative  Charles  A. 
Halleck  is  authorized  to  appear  in  response 
to  the  subpena  of  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  District  of  Columbia 
In  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Joseph  P. 
Kamp  at  such  time  as  when  the  House  is  not 
sitting  in  session;  and  be  it  further 
Resolved,  That  a  copy  of  this  resolution 
be  submitted  to  the  said  court  as  a  respect¬ 
ful  answer  to  the  subpena  of  said  court. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


GENERAL  PERMISSION  TO  EXTEND 
REMARKS 

Mi-.  COOPER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members  of 
the  House  may  have  five  legislative  days 
in  which  to  extend  their  remarks  on  the 
tax  bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ten¬ 
nessee? 

There  was  no  objection. 

SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

Mr.  POLK  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  15  min¬ 
utes  today,  following  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered. 

Mr.  RABAUT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  40 
minutes  on  Monday  next,  following  the 
legislative  program  and  any  special 
orders  heretofore  entered. 

CORRECTION  OF  RECORD 

Mr.  BURNSIDE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
that  there  may  be  stricken  from  the 
Congressional  Record  a  statement  made 
'■by  me  on  June  20,  1951,  appearing  on 
pages  A3905  and  A3906. 

TJie  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  inquest  of  the  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia? 

TherA.was  no  objection. 

PERMISSION  TO  ADDRESS  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
address  the  House  for  1  minute  and  to 
revise  and  extend  my  remarks. 

The  SPEAKER!  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan?  J 

There  was  no  objection. 

ALTERCATIONS  AND  ASSAULTS 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  inasmuch  as  todays  marks  the 
reported  fourth  occasion  orFiyfrich  the 
same  Member  of  the  House  has  in  the 
Capitol  Building  and  adjoining  the 
House  Chamber  engaged  in  an  alterca¬ 
tion  during  which  he  is  alleged  to  have 
used  insulting  and  provocative  words  to 
another  Member  or  in  an  assault  on  an¬ 
other  Member,  in  which  another  Mem-U 
ber  on  this  occasion  has  been  grievous¬ 
ly  injured,  it  would  seem  that  the  ap¬ 
propriate  committee  of  the  House 
might  well  take  under  consideration  the 
advisability  of  legislation  which  would 
protect  Members  of  this  House  and  per¬ 
haps  the  Senate,  in  a  somewhat  similar 
manner  as  men  in  hazardous  occupa¬ 
tions  are  protected  and  paid  compen¬ 
sation  when  they  are  injured  in  the 
course  of  their  employment.  This  is  a 
matter  the  leadership  of  the  House  on 
both  sides  should  give  some  considera¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  BENDER.  Is  being  a  Member  of 
Congress  a  hazardous  occupation? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Ap¬ 
parently  it  is  becoming  very  hazardous. 
We  have  had  the  smear-and-gag  experts 
both  within  and  without  the  adminis¬ 
tration  working  on  some  of  us  for  many 
years  when  we  did  not  follow  or  swal¬ 
low  their  party  line;  and  if  a  man  is 
as  peaceful  and  soft-spoken  as  is  the 
assaulted  Member  on  this  occasion,  some 
of  us  who  venture  to  disagree  in  a  posi¬ 
tive  way  may  be  in  danger  of  being 
liquidated  the  Stalin  way. 
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PERMISSION  TO  ADDRESS  THE  HOUSE 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  ad¬ 
dress  the  House  for  1  minute,  to  revise 
and  extend  my  remarks  and  include  a 
petition  by  amputee  patients  of  the 
Korean  War  hospitalized  at  Walter  Reed 
Army  Hospital  in  Washington,  D.  C. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentlewoman  from 
Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

VETERANS’  PETITION 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  amputee  patients  at  Walter 
Reed  Hospital  have  sent  a  petition  to  the 
Congress  asking  for  the  passage  of  the 
bill  H.  R.  2983.  Plowever,  since  that  pe¬ 
tition  was  started,  the  Elliott  bill,  to¬ 
gether  with  the  provisions  of  my  bill, 
H.  R.  2983,  which  takes  in  the  arm  am¬ 
putees  and  blind,  has  passed  the  House. 

May  I  ask,  therefore,  that  that  ex¬ 
planation  be  made  so  that  the  petition 
will  now  ask  that  the  Senate  pass  H.  R. 
4233  which  I  believe  will  pass  unani¬ 
mously. 

The  petition  to  which  I  refer  follows! 

To  Eighty-second  Congress,  First  Session— 
To  the  House  of  Representatives,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.  C.: 

We  the  undersigned  amputee  patients  of 
the  Korean  War  hospitalized  at  Walter  Reed 
Army  Hospital  in  Washington,  D.  C.,  urg« 
the  Committee  on  Veterans’  Affairs  for  im¬ 
mediate  action  on  H.  R.  2983,  a  bill  to  au¬ 
thorize  payments  by  the  Administrator  of 
Veterans’  Affairs  on  the  purchase  of  auto¬ 
mobiles  or  other  conveyances  by  certain  dis¬ 
abled  veterans,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Pfc  Oscar  J.  Sidihan,  Corp.  Franklyn  B. 
Jackson,  Jr.,  Pfc  Edward  S.  Paszkiewicz, 
Corp.  chas.  Kippleheiser,  Corp.  Theo¬ 
dore  Freeman,  Corp.  Henry  Harris,  Jr., 
Pfc  Charles  Foley,  Pfc  Norman  Me- 
Clain,  Corp.  Donald  H.  Poleat,  Corp. 
Frank  P.  Foley,  Pcf  Jerry  W.  Powell, 
Sic  Chappel  Hampton,  Pfc  Paul  E, 
Meeks,  Pfc  Eckford  M.  Strowd,  Pfo 
Frank  D.  Brennan,  Pfc  Gerald  A.  Pol- 
lard,  Corp.  Bill  B.  Wright,  Pfc  William 

A.  Abess,  Sgt.  James  Wassmann,  Corp, 
Arthur  Willoughby,  Pfc  L.  D.  Lane,  Jr., 
Sgt.  Calvin  G.  Beshap,  Pfc  Lynn  E. 
Mestlor,  Pfc  Francis  J.  Eisner,  Pfo 
Leonard  J.  Sas,  Corp.  Julio  Asenedo 
Rodriguez,  Pfc  Allen  E.  Christian,  S1q 

B.  F.  Basset,  Corp.  Harry  W.  Carter, 
Corp.  Arnold  E.  McKerney,  Errel  J, 
Sartori,  Melvin  Rosenberg,  Walter  G, 
Lyons. 

. 

To  Eighty-second  Congress,  First  Session-a 

To  the  House  of  Representatives,  Wash < 

ington,  D.  C.: 

We  the  undersigned  amputee  patients  of 
the  Korean  War  hospitalized  at  Walter  Reed 
Army  Hospital  in  Washington,  D.  C.,  urges 
the  Committee  on  Veteran  Affairs  for  imme¬ 
diate  action  on  H.  R.  2883,  a  bill  to  authorize 
payments  by  the  Administrator  of  Veteran 
Affairs  on  the  purchase  qf  automobiles  or 
other  conveyances  by  certain  disabled  vet¬ 
erans,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Carl  W.  Bonlin,  Melvin  P.  Hood,  Herbert 
J.  Adams,  Harold  L.  Lewis,  William  G. 
McGregor,  Frederick  G.  Manamon  III, 
Richard  A..  Lshudy,  Alfonzdy.  Spencer, 
Wayne  B.  Kichitell,  Nevel  L.  Cox, 
Charles  R.  Farmer,  Gordon  R.  Merrill, 
Roy  M.  Johnson,  Charles  L.  Woody, 
James  C.  Wellman,  Charles  D.  Ray, 
Robert  S.  Salmon,  Lawrence  E.  Milbee, 
William  O.  Steckel,  Jr.,  Edward  G. 
Chapman. 
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July  11,  1951. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


}  Mr.  Fogarty,  from  tlie  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 

following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  3709] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  3709) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Labor,  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency,  and  related  independent  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full 
and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend 
to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amendments  numbered  13,  20.  23, 
25,  26,  28,  43,  48,  49,  50,  52,  55,  58,  60,  64,  68,  70,  71,  73,  74,  IQ,  78. 
79,  81,  82,  83,  84,  85,  87,  89,  92,  94,  97,  107,  108,  109,  110,  121,  and 
130. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendments 
of  the  Senate  numbered  1,  4,  5,  6,  12,  14,  15,  16,  17,  18,  21,  22,  31,  37, 
38,  39,  40,  41,  42,  44,  45,  46,  47,  51,  53,  54,  56,  57,  59,  62,  63,  65,  66. 
69,  72,  77,  86,  88,  90,  91,  93,  96,  99,  100,  101,  102,  103,  105,  106,  111, 
112,  114,  115,  116,  117,  118,  119,  120,  122,  123,  124,  125,  126,  127, 
and  128,  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  2: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  2,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $1 ,350,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  3: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  3,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $1 ,600,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  7: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  7,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 2,600,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  8: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  8,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amendment  insert  $ 2,188,680 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  9: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  9,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $5,016,919; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  10: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  10,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows:  r 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $1,300,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  11: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  11,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amendment  insert  $4,200,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  19: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  19,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $1 ,072,825 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  24: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  24,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amendment  insert  $6,859,200 ;  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  27: 

I  That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  27,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

|  In  lieu  of  the  number  stricken  out  and  proposed  by  said  amendment 

I  insert  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  29 : 

i  That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
|  the  Senate  numbered  29,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
I  as  follows: 

Iln  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 5,300,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

I  Amendment  numbered  30: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
I  of  the  Senate  numbered  30,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
jiVas  follows : 

r  In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amendment  insert  $ 4,861,900 ; 

I  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  33 : 

i:  That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 

I  the  Senate  numbered  33,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 2,475,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  34 : 

I  That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  34,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $19,123,261-, 

I  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  35: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  35,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
.  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $18,9^8,261 ; 
li  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  36: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  36,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

Restore  the  matter  stricken  out  by  said  amendment  amended  to 
read  as  follows:  :  Provided  further ,  That  not  more  than  $900,000  of  this 
appropriation  shall  be  available  for  vocational  education  in  distributive 
occupations ;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  61: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  61,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $182, 500, 000  \ 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  67: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  67,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $2,900,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  75: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  75,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $10,518,987 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  80: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  80,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $1 ,598,654', 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  95 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  95,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amendment  insert  $626,671;  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  98 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  98,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amendment  insert  $49,549,400 ;  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  104: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  104,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $31 ,500,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  113: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  113,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $90,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  129: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  129,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert: 

Sec.  703.  Amounts  available  from  appropriations  and  other  funds  in 
this  Act,  and  amounts  specified  therein  for  personal  services,  are  hereby 
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reduced  in  the  sums  hereinafter  set  forth,  such  sums  ( except  trust  funds) 
to  bejcarried  to  the  surplus  fund  and  covered  into  the  Treasury  immedi- 
ately\upon  the  approval  of  this  Act,  as  follows: 

Department  of  Labor 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Labor  Standards,  $31,835; 

BUREAU  OF  LABOR  STATISTICS 

Salaries  and  expenses,  $238,461; 

women’s  BUREAU 
Salaries  and  expenses,  $16,715; 

Federal  Security  Agency 

OFFICE  OF  EDUCATION 

Salaries  and  expenses,  $152,293; 

OFFICE  OF  THE  ADMINISTRATOR 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Division  of  Service  Operations: 
Appropriation,  $1 7,487 ; 

Transfer  from  Old-age  and  Survivors’  Insurance  Trust 
Fund,  $3,673- 

Salaries,  Office  of  the  General  Counsel: 

Appropriation,  $21,350; 

Transfer  from  Old-age  and  Survivors’  Insurance  Trust  Fund, 
$21,197; 

National  Labor  Relations  Board 

Salaries  and  expenses,  $348,541; 

National  Mediation  Board 

Salaries  and  expenses,  $15,753; 

Arbitration  and  emergency  boards,  $6,000; 

NATIONAL  RAILROAD  ADJUSTMENT  BOARD 

Salaries  and  expenses,  $24,251; 

Railroad  Retirement  Board 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Railroad  Retirement  Board  ( trust  fund), 
$211,096; 
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Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service 

Salaries  and  expenses,  $135,087; 

Boards  oj  inquiry,  $1,250. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  133: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  133,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  number  stricken  out  and  proposed  by  said  amendment 
insert  706;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

The  committee  of  conference  report  in  disagreement  amendments 
numbered  32,  131,  and  132. 

John  E.  Fogarty, 

E.  H.  Hedrick, 

Christopher  McGrath, 
Winfield  K.  Denton, 
Clarence  Cannon, 

Geo.  B.  Schwabe, 

Fred  E.  Busbey, 

Managers  on  the  part  oj  the  House. 

Dennis  Chavez, 

Richard  B.  Russell, 

Lister  Hill, 

H.  M.  Kilgore, 

William  F.  Knowland, 
Edward  J.  Thye, 

Zales  N.  Ecton, 

Managers  on  the  part  oj  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE  HOUSE 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.  R.  3709)  making  appropriations  for  the  Department 
of  Labor,  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and  related  independent 
agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  submit  the  following  statement  in  explanation  of  the  effect 
of  the  action  agreed  upon  and  recommended  in  the  accompanying 
conference  report  as  to  each  of  such  amendments,  namely: 

Department  of  Labor 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

Amendment  No.  1 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Authorizes  purchase  of 
one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replacement  only  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate,  instead  of  the  replacement  of  two  vehicles  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

Amendment  No.  2:  Appropriates  $1,350,000  for  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses,  Office  of  the  Secretary,  instead  of  $1,425,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House  and  $1,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  3— Salaries  and  expenses,  Office  of  the  Solicitor: 
Appropriates  $1,600,000,  instead  of  $1,650,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $1,575,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  4 — Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Labor  Stand¬ 
ards:  Inserts  the  Senate  provision  limiting  the  amount  to  be  avail¬ 
able  for  personal  services  to  not  more  than  $604,870. 

Amendments  Nos.  5  and  6 — Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Vet¬ 
erans’  Reemployment  Rights:  Appropriate  $265,758,  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate,  instead  of  $277,000  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  insert 
the  Senate  provision  limiting  the  amount  to  be  available  for  personal 
services  to  not  more  than  $213,603. 

BUREAU  OF  APPRENTICESHIP 

Amendments  Nos.  7  and  8 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriate 
$2,600,000,  instead  of  $2,692,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$2,578,682  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  of  which  not  more  than 
$2,188,680  shall  be  available  for  personal  services  instead  of  not  more 
than  $2,153,049  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY 

Amendments  Nos.  9,  10,  and  11 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriate 
$5,016,919,  instead  of  $5,245,959  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  and 
$4,635,500  as  proposed  by  the  House,  of  which  amount  $1,300,000 
shall  be  for  carrying  into  effect  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Service¬ 
men’s  Readjustment  Act  of  1944  instead  of  $1,513,765  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate  and  $743,500  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  of  which 
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total  appropriation  not  more  than  $4,200,000  shall  be  available  for 
personal  services  instead  of  $4,351,773  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendments  Nos.  12,  13,  and  14 — Grants  to  States:  Appropriate 
$164,560,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $165,560,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House,  of  which  $5,000,000,  as  proposed  by  the  Senate, 
is  for  the  contingency  reserve  fund  instead  of  $6,000,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House;  deletes  the  Senate  provision  limiting  the  amount 
available  for  personal  services. 

BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYEES’  COMPENSATION 

Amendments  Nos.  15  and  16 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriate 
$1,887,816  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $1,947,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House,  of  which  not  more  than  $1,618,499  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  personal  services  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

BUREAU  OF  LABOR  STATISTICS 

Amendments  Nos.  17  and  18 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriate 
$5,371,352  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $5,243,000  proposed  by 
the  House,  of  which  not  more  than  $4,530,755  shall  be  available  for 
personal  services  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  conferees  of  both 
Houses  agree  that  of  the  total  appropriation  available  to  the  Bureau 
in  1952,  $90,000  should  be  allotted  for  studies  of  foreign  labor  con¬ 
ditions,  such  amount  to  be  taken  from  the  amount  otherwise  available 
for  housing  and  public  construction  statistics. 

Amendments  Nos.  19  and  20 —Revision  oj  consumers'  price  index: 
Appropriate  $1,072,825,  instead  of  $1,125,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  and  $1,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  delete  the 
Senate  provision  limiting  the  amount  to  be  available  for  personal 
services. 

WOMEN’S  BUREAU 

Amendments  Nos.  21  and  22 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriate 
$379,285  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $389,000  proposed  by  the 
House,  of  which  not  more  than  $317,581  shall  be  available  for  personal 
services  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

WAGE  AND  HOUR  DIVISION 

Amendments  Nos.  23  and  24:  Appropriate  $8,000,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  instead  of  $8,365,304  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  of 
which  not  more  than  $6,859,200  shall  be  available  for  personal  services 
instead  of  $7,119,227  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Federal  Security  Agency 

COLUMBIA  INSTITUTION  FOR  THE  DEAF 

Amendments  Nos.  25  and  26 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriate 
$390,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $374,537  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate,  and  delete  the  Senate  provision  limiting  the  amount 
to  be  available  for  personal  services. 
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FOOD  AND  DRUG  ADMINISTRATION 

Amendments  Nos.  27  and  28 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Authorize  the 
purchase  of  not  to  exceed  five  passenger  motor  vehicles  instead  of 
seven  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  one  as  proposed  by  the  Senate, 
of  which  two  vehicles  shall  be  for  replacement  only  as  proposed  by 
the  House  instead  of  replacement  of  only  one  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendments  Nos.  29  and  30:  Appropriate  $5,300,000,  instead  of 
$5,345,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $5,172,975  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate,  of  which  not  more  than  $4,361,900  shall  be  available  for 
personal  services  instead  of  not  more  than  $4,218,475  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate. 

FREEDMEN’S  HOSPITAL 

Amendment  No.  31—  Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriates  $2,631,500 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $2,906,500  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Amendment  No.  32:  Reported  in  disagreement. 

HOWARD  UNIVERSITY 

Amendment  No.  33 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriates  $2,- 
475,000,  instead  of  $2,525,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $2,415,084 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

OFFICE  OF  EDUCATION 

Amendments  Nos.  34,  35,  and  36 — Promotion  and  further  develop¬ 
ment  of  vocational  education:  Appropriate  $19,123,261,  instead  of 
$20,017,760  a&  proposed  by  the  Senate  and  $18,223,261  as  proposed 
by  the  House,  of  which  $i8,948,261  is  for  the  Vocational  Education 
Act  of  1946  inkteatj.  of  $19,847,760  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  and 
$18,048,261  as. proposed  by  the  House,  and  amend  the  provision  in 
the  House  bin  so  as  to  provide  that  not  more  than  $900,000  of  the 
appropriation  u  xll  be  available  for  vocational  education  in  the 
distributive  occ°  -ations. 

Amendments, os.  37  and  38 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriate 
$3,397,706  as  priSosed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $3,253,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House,  ;of  which  not  more  than  $2,893,577  shall  be  available 
for  personal  services  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendments  Nod:,  39  and  40 — Payments  to  school  districts:  Appro¬ 
priate  $40,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $28,000,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  insert  the  language  of  the  Senate 
making  the  appropriation  available  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  section  6  of  the  act  of  September  30,  1950  (Public  Law  874). 

Amendment  No.  41 — Grants  for  school  construction:  Strikes  out  the 
paragraph  of  the  House  bill  with  respect  to  this  appropriation  and 
inserts  the  Senate  paragraph  in  lieu  thereof.  The  appropriation 
amount  is  identical  to  the  House  bill.  The  language  agreed  upon 
permits  direct  provision  of  school  facilities,  as  authorized  by  sections 
203  and  204  of  the  basic  legislation,  in  addition  to  grants  to  local 
educational  agencies.  The  conference  agreement  drops  the  two  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  House  bill  relating  to  reimbursement  payments  under 
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section  205  of  the  basic  law  and  to  the  determination  of  relative 
urgency  of  need  for  school  facilities  for  purposes  ot  prescribing  under 
section  206  the  order  in  which  the  Commissioner  of  Education  shall 
make  certifications  for  payments  from  the  appropriation. 

OFFICE  OF  VOCATIONAL  REHABILITATION 

Amendments  Nos.  42  and  43 — Payments  to  States:  Appropriate 
$21,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $20,475,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House,  and  delete  the  Senate  language  limiting  the 
amount  available  for  personal  services.  The  conferees  of  both  Houses 
agree  that  the  reduction  below  the  budget  estimate,  as  agreed  upon, 
should  not  be  applied  against  the  allotment  for  counseling,  guidance, 
and  placement  services. 

Amendments  Nos.  44  and  45 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriate 
$675,620  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $705,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House,  of  which  not  more  than  $558,220  shall  be  available  for 
personal  services  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

PUBLIC  HEALTH  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  46 —Venereal  diseases:  Authorizes  purchase  of  not 
to  exceed  7  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  not  to  exceed  15  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Amendments  Nos.  47  and  48:  Appropriate  $11,653,360  for  venereal 
diseases  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $11,700,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House,  and  deletes  the  Senate  language  limiting  the  amount 
to  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Amendments  Nos.  49  and  50 — Tuberculosis:  Appropriate  $8,745,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $8,887,351  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate,  and  delete  the  Senate  provision  limiting  the  amount  to  be 
available  for  personal  services. 

Amendment  No.  51 — Assistance  to  States,  general:  Authorizes  the 
purchase  of  not  to  exceed  5  passenger  motor  vehioIedAor'  replacement 
only  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  not  to  exc&ab.io  as  proposed 
by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  52:  Deletes  the  Senate  langui  ,e  limiting  the 
amount  to  be  available  for  personal  services  from  tne  appropriation 
“Assistance  to  States,  General.” 

Amendment  No.  53 — Communicable  diseases:  Authorizes  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  not  to  exceed  10  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement 
only  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  not  to  exceed  20  as  proposed 
by  the  House. 

Amendments  Nos.  54  and  55:  Appropriate  $5,915,747  for  communi¬ 
cable  diseases  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $6,090,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House,  and  delete  the  Senate  language  limiting  the 
amount  to  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Amendment  No.  56 — Engineering,  sanitation,  and  industrial  hygiene: 
Authorizes  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  4  passenger  motor  vehicles  for 
replacement  only  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  the  provision 
of  the  House  bill  authorizing  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  1 1  vehicles  of 
which  9  were  for  replacement  only. 
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Amendments  Nos.  57  and  58:  Appropriate  $3,648,158  for  “Engineer¬ 
ing,  sanitation,  and  industrial  hygiene”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  $3,710,000  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  delete  the  Senate 
language  limiting  the  amount  to  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Amendments  Nos.  59  and  60 — Disease  and  sanitation  investigations 
and  control ,  Territory  of  Alaska:  Appropriate  $1,211,129  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate  instead  of  $1,234,000  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and 
delete  the  Senate  language  limiting  the  amount  to  be  available  for 
personal  services. 

Amendment  No.  61 — Grants  for  hospital  construction:  Appropriates 
$182,500,000,  instead  of  $195,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  and 
$175,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  62 —Salaries  and  expenses,  hospital  construction 
services:  Authorizes  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  one  passenger  motor 
vehicle  for  replacement  only  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  not 
to  exceed  three  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendments  Nos.  63  and  64:  Appropriate  $1,166,465  for  salaries 
and  expenses,  hospital  construction  services,  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate,  instead  of  $1,195,000  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  delete 
the  Senate  language  limiting  the  amount  to  be  available  for  personal 
services. 

Amendment  No.  65 — Hospitals  and  medical  care:  Authorizes  pur¬ 
chase  of  not  to  exceed  9  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  not  to  exceed  15  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

Amendment  No.  66 —Foreign  quarantine  service:  Authorizes  pur¬ 
chase  of  not  to  exceed  5  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  instead  of  the  language  of  the  House  bill 
authorizing  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  12  vehicles  of  which  10  were 
for  replacement  only. 

Amendments  Nos.  67  and  68:  Appropriate  $2,900,000  for  the  For¬ 
eign  Quarantine  Service,  instead  of  $2,990,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $2,868,029  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  and  delete  the  Senate 
language  limiting  the  amount  to  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Amendment  No.  69 — National  Institutes  of  Health:  Authorizes 
purchase  of  not  to  exceed  three  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replace¬ 
ment  only  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  not  to  exceed  six  as 
proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendments  Nos.  70  and  71:  Appropriate  $15,500,000  for  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of 
$15,559,973  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  and  delete  the  Senate  language 
limiting  the  amount  to  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Amendment  No.  72 — National  Cancer  Institute:  Authorizes  pur¬ 
chase  of  not  to  exceed  two  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement 
only  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  not  to  exceed  four  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House. 

Amendments  Nos.  73  and  74:  Appropriate  $19,500,000  for  the 
National  Cancer  Institute  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of 
$19,805,171  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  and  delete  the  Senate  language 
limiting  the  amount  to  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Amendments  Nos.  75  and  76 — Mental  health  activities:  Appropriate 
$10,518,987,  instead  of  $10,737,974  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  and 
$10,300,000  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  delete  the  Senate  language 
limiting  the  amount  to  be  available  for  personal  services. 
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Amendment  No.  77 — National  Heart  Institute:  Authorizes  purchase 
of  not  to  exceed  one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replacement  only  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  not  to  exceed  two  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

Amendments  Nos.  78  and  79:  Appropriate  $10,000,000  for  the 
National  Heart  Institute  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of 
$10,072,982  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  and  delete  the  Senate  language 
limiting  the  amount  to  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Amendments  Nos.  80  and  81 — Dental  health  activities:  Appropriate 
$1,598,654,  instead  of  $1,697,308  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  and 
$1,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  delete  the  Senate  language 
limiting  the  amount  to  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Amendments  Nos.  82,  83,  84,  and  85 — -Construction  of  research 
facilities:  Appropriate  $10,400,000  for  continuation  of  construction  of 
a  combined  hospital  and  research  building  as  proposed  by  the  House 
instead  of  $9,445,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate;  strike  out  the  Senate 
language  transferring  $955,000  to  this  item  from  prior  funds  for  con¬ 
struction  of  additional  auxiliary  structures;  appropriate  $350,000  for 
payment  of  obligations  incurred  under  prior  authority  for  construction 
of  additional  auxiliary  structures  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead 
of  $250,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate;  and  strike  out  the  Senate 
language  authorizing  the  Surgeon  General  to  enter  into  arrangements 
for  the  construction  by  private  industry  of  rental  quarters  for  employ¬ 
ees  of  the  National  Institutes  of  Health. 

Amendments  Nos.  86  dnd  87:  Appropriate  $6,635,540  for  purchase 
and  installation  of  additional  equipment,  supplies,  and  furnishings  for 
the  research  center  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $6,640,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  delete  the  Senate  language  limiting 
the  amount  to  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Amendments  Nos.  88  and  89 — Commissioned  officers,  pay  and  so 
forth:  Appropriate  $1,861,500  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of 
$1,790,000  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  delete  the  Senate  language 
limiting  the  amount  to  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Amendment  No.  90 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Authorizes  purchase  of 
not  to  exceed  one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replacement  only  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  not  to  exceed  two  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

Amendments  Nos.  91  and  92:  Appropriate  $2,745,868  for  salaries 
and  expenses  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $2,850,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House,  and  delete  the  Senate  language  limiting  the 
amount  to  be  available  for  personal  services. 

SAINT  ELIZABETHS  HOSPITAL 

Amendment  No.  93 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Authorizes  purchase 
of  not  to  exceed  one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replacement  only  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  not  to  exceed  three  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

SOCIAL  SECURITY  ADMINISTRATION 

Amendments  Nos.  94  and  95 — Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of 
Federal  Credit  Unions:  Appropriate  $175,000  direct  appropriation  as 
proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $167,650  as  proposed  by  the  Senate, 
and  limit  the  total,  including  funds  to  be  derived  from  collection  of 
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fees,  to  be  available  for  personal  services  to  not  more  than  $626,671 
instead  of  not  more  than  $614,650  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  96 — Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Old-Age  and 
Survivors  Insurance:  Authorizes  purchase  of  two  passenger  motor 
vehicles  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  four  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Amendments  Nos.  97  and  98:  Authorize  the  expenditure  of  pot  more 
than  $58,000,000  from  the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  insurance 
trust  fund  for  salaries  and  expenses  of  the  Bureau,  as  proposed  by  the 
House,  instead  of  not  more  than  $57,437,980  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate,  of  which  not  more  than  $49,549,400  shall  be  available  for  per¬ 
sonal  services  instead  of  not  more  than  $48,697,378  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  99 — Grants  to  States  for  public  assistance:  Appro¬ 
priates  $1,150,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $1,250,- 
000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendments  Nos.  100  and  101 — Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of 
Public  Assistance:  Appropriate  $1,600,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  $1,463,400  as  proposed  by  the  House,  of  which  not  more 
than  $1,455,400  shall  be  available  for  personal  services  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate. 

Amendments  Nos.  102  and  103 — Salaries  and  expenses,  Children’s 
Bureau:  Appropriate  $1,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead 
of  $1,450,000  as  proposed  by  the  House,  of  which  not  more  than 
$1,238,900  shall  be  available  for  personal  services  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendments  Nos.  104  and  105 — Grants  to  States  for  maternal  and 
child  welfare:  Appropriate  $31,500,000  instead  of  $33,000,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate  and  $30,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and 
delete  the  language  of  the  House  bill  providing  for  pro  rata  allotment 
of  the  appropriation  in  proportion  to  the  amounts  to  which  the  respec¬ 
tive  States  are  entitled  by  reason  of  section  331  of  the  1950  Amend¬ 
ments  to  the  Social  Security  Act. 

Amendments  Nos.  106  and  107 — Salaries  and  expenses,  Office  of  the 
Commissioner:  Appropriate  $200,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead 
of  $219,700  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  in  addition  authorize 
transfer  from  the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund 
of  not  to  exceed  $110,300  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  not  to 
exceed  $100,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  108 — Public  assistance  program:  Strikes  out  the 
provision  of  the  Senate  prohibiting  denial  of  allocation  of  Federal 
funds  to  any  State  which  has  by  legislative  enactment  provided  the 
conditions  under  which  public  access  may  be  had  to  the  records  of  the 
disbursements  of  grant-in-aid  funds  and  lias  otherwise  complied  with 
the  governing  statutory  provisions. 

The  conferees  of  both  Houses  are  agreed  that  the  appropriate  legis¬ 
lative  committees  of  the  Congress  should  consider  the  subject  matter 
of  this  amendment. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  ADMINISTRATOR 

Amendments  Nos.  109  and  110 — Salaries,  Office  of  the  Adminis¬ 
trator:  Appropriate  $2,050,000  from  general  funds  as  proposed  by  the 
House  instead  of  $2,150,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  together  with 
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transfer  from  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  of  not  to 
exceed  $403,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $413,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  Ill — Salaries  and  expenses,  Division  oj  Service 
Operations:  Inserts  the  Senate  provision  limiting  the  amount  to  be 
available  for  personal  services  to  not  more  than  $402,045. 

Amendment  No.  112 — Salaries,  Office  oj  the  General  Counsel: 
Appropriates  $396,478  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $412,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  .  No.  113 — Surplus  property  disposal:  Appropriates 
$90,000,  instead  of  $100,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $75,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

National  Labor  Relations  Board 

Amendments  Nos.  114  and  115 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appro¬ 
priate  $8,233,959  as .  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $8,000,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House,  of  which  not  more  than  $6,622,284  shall 
be  available  for  personal  services  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

National  Mediation  Board 

Amendments  Nos.  116  and  117 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appro¬ 
priate  $394,247  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $400,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House,  of  which  not  more  than  $299,307  shall  be 
available  for  personal  services  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendments  Nos.  118  and  119 — Arbitration  and  emergency  boards: 
Appropriate  $144,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $150,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House,  of  which  not  more  than  $114,000  shall  be 
available  for  personal  services  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  120: — Salaries  and  expenses,  National  Railroad 
Adjustment  Board:  Inserts  the  Senate  language  limiting  the  amount 
to  be  available  for  personal  services  to  not  more  than  $460,774. 

Railroad  Retirement  Board 

Amendment  No.  121 — Payment  to  railroad  retirement  account: 
Strikes  out  the  definite  annual  appropriation  inserted  by  the  Senate 
and  restores  the  annual  indefinite  appropriation  language  of  the 
House  bill. 

In  recommending  the  annual  indefinite  form  of  appropriation,  the 
conferees  of  both  Houses  will  expect  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to 
withhold  from  the  retirement  fund  any  net  overappropriations  or  over¬ 
payments  made  to  the  fund  from  the  General  Treasury  through  June 
30‘  1951. 

Amendments  Nos.  122  and  123 — Salaries  and  expenses  (jrom  trust- 
funds):  Authorize  $5,056,904  to  be  derived  from  the  railroad  retire¬ 
ment  account  for  salaries  and  expenses  of  the  Board  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate  instead  of  $5,268,000  as  proposed  by  House,  of  which 
not  more  than  $4,010,820  shall  be  available  for  personal  service  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 
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Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service 

Amendments  Nos.  124  and  125 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriate 
$3,047,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $2,949,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House,  of  which  not  more  than  $2,566,653  shall  be  available 
for  personal  services  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

^Amendments  Nos.  126  and  127 — Boards  of  inquiry:  Appropriate 
$48,750  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $50,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House,  of  which  not  more  than  $23,750  shall  be  available  for 
personal  services  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

General  Pprovisions 

Amendment  No.  128 — Section  703:  Strikes  out,  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate,  the  provision  of  the  House  bill  prohibiting  the  use  of  funds 
contained  in  the  act  to  pay  the  compensation  of  any  incumbent 
appointed  to  any  civil  office  or  position  which  may  become  vacant 
during  the  fiscal  year  1952  with  certain  stated  exceptions. 

Amendment  No.  129 — Further  reductions  in  appropriations  and 
authorizations:  Makes  reductions  in  various  appropriations  and 
authorizations  carried  in  the  act  as  set  out  in  detail  in  the  conference 
report  by  appropriation  title  and  amount.  The  Senate  amendment 
provided  that  each  appropriation  or  authorization  made  by  the  act 
for  any  purpose,  of  which  a  specified  portion  was  made  available  for 
personal  services,  and  each  amount  so  specified  for  personal  services, 
was  reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to  5  percent  of  the  amount  requested 
for  personal  services  for  such  purpose  in  the  budget  estimates.  The 
conferees  have  agreed  on  reductions  as  provided  in  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  in  a  number  of  instances.  In  most  of  such  instances  the  amounts 
of  the  reductions  are  listed  under  this  amendment  in  the  conference 
report.  In  a  few  other  instances,  the  amounts  which  would  have  been 
available  after  application  of  the  reductions  provided  by  the  Senate 
amendment  have  been  incorporated  in  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
to  the  individual  appropriation  paragraphs  involved. 

Amendment  No.  130:  Strikes  out  the  language  of  the  Senate  pro¬ 
viding  that  no  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  the  act  shall 
be  used  to  pay  the  compensation  of  any  civilian  employee  of  the 
Government  whose  duties  consist  of  acting  as  chauffeur  or  driver  of 
any  Government-owned  passenger  motor  vehicle  other  than  a  bus 
or  ambulance. 

Amendment  No.  131 — Reduction  in  number  of  passenger  cars: 
Reported  in  disagreement.  The  conferees  of  both  Houses  have 
agreed  that  agencies  embraced  within  this  act  which  operate  passenger 
cars  at  the  seat  of  Government  dining  fiscal  year  1952  shall  periodically 
submit  to  the  Committees  on  Appropriations  of  the  House  and  Senate 
and  to  the  General  Accounting  Office  a  daily  trip  record  of  use  of  the 
cars  so  operated. 

Amendment  No.  132 — Employees  engaged  in  personnel  work:  Re¬ 
ported  in  disagreement.  The  motion  which  the  House  managers  will 
offer  on  this  amendment  will  provide  for  exemption  of  the  Public 
Health  Service,  during  1952,  from  the  personnel  ratio  limitation 
agreed  upon,  in  view  of  special  circumstances  existing  in  that  Service. 
It  will  be  expected,  however,  that  the  Service  and  the  Agency  will  on 
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tlicir  own  take  steps  to  improve  the  existing  ratio  before  the  1953 
budget  is  considered.  At  that  time,  the  committees  expect  to  fully 
examine  into  the  matter  as  regards  the  Service  with  view  to  deter¬ 
mining  the  proper  relationship  between  total  personnel  and  em¬ 
ployees  engaged  in  personnel  work. 

Amendment  No.  133:  Corrects  a  section  number. 

John  E.  Fogarty, 

E.  H.  Hedrick, 

Christopher  C.  McGrath, 
Winfield  K.  Denton, 
Clarence  Cannon, 

Geo.  B.  Schwabe, 

Fred  E.  Busbey, 

Managers  on  the  Part  oj  the  House. 

o 
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the  Railroad  Retirement  Act,  and  will  continue  on  same 
subject  tomorrow  morning. 

PRIC^  DISCRIMINATION,  BASING  POINT 

Commute  on  the  Judiciary :  Celler  Subcommittee  on 
the  Study  of  Monopoly  Power  opened  hearings  on  H.  R. 
2820,  to  clarify  the  right  of  sellers  to  engage  in  com¬ 
petition  by  meeting  in  good  faith  the  equally  low  price 
of  a  competitorARepresentative  Walter,  author  of  the 
bill,  testified  todayv  followed  by  Stephen  J.  Spingarn, 
Federal  Trade  Commissioner.  Recessed  until  tomorrow 
morning. 

CLAIMS 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary :  -Jlyrne  Subcommittee  No. 
2  approved  for  reporting  to  the  full  committee  three 
private  claims  bills  of  the  House." 

Also  held  a  hearing  on  H.  R.  64oNfor  the  relief  of  the 
estate  of  John  Aubrey  Edgington,  at  which  Representa¬ 
tive  Doyle,  author  of  the  measure,  and  Mrs.  Combs* 
sister  of  the  deceased,  furnished  testimony^  This  meas¬ 
ure  was  subsequently  ordered  reported  adversely  to  the 
full  committee. 


United  Public  Workers  of  America;  and  Thomas  Mad- 
dock,  executive  committee  member,  National  Associa¬ 
tion  of  Federal  Mechanics. 

This  concludes  the  schedule  of  public  witnesses  to  be 
heard  on  this  legislation,  and  Members  of  Congress  are 
expected  to  testify  on  the  subject  when  the  committee 


meets  tomorrow  morning. 


ST.  LAWRENCE  SEAWAY 


FEDERAL  PAY  INCREASE 


•V 

N 


Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service :  Continued 
further  public  hearings  in  connection  with  Federal  pay 
increase  legislation,  and  received  testimony  recommend- 


Committee  on  Public  Works :  Held  executive  considera¬ 
tion  of  St.  Lawrence  seaway-Great  Lakes  development 
legislation  and  agreed  to  table  all  but  two  of  the  meas¬ 
ures  which  have  been  introduced  on  this  subject — H.  J. 
Res.  4,  by  Mr.  Blatnik,  and  H.  J.  Res.  15,  by  Mr.  Dondero. 
These  joint  resolutions  will  be  considered  tomorrow 
morning  in  an  executive  session  of  the  committee.  The 
bills  that  were  tabled  are  H.  J.  Res.  2,  by  Mr.  Kilburn ; 
H.  J.  Res.  3,  by  Mr.  Dingell;  H.  J.  Res.  122,  by  Mr. 
O’Brien  of  Michigan;  and  H.  R.  2536,  by  Mr.  Roosevelt. 

COMMUNISM 

Committee  on  U n- American  Activities:  Mrs.  Mary  Stal- 
cup  Markward,  housewife  of  Chesterbrook,  Va.,  testi¬ 
fied  at  today’s  hearings,  which  are  investigating  Com¬ 
munist  activities  in  vital  defense  areas.  Mrs.  Markward, 
operating  as  a  member  of  the  Communist  Party,  was  an 
undercover  agent  for  the  FBI  between  1943  and  1949  in 


increase  legislation,  and  received  testimony  recommen  -  a  Baitimore_'VFashington  area.  She  had  previously 

ing  salary  and  pay  increases  from  the  following  repre-  turneH  over  to  that  Department  a  list  of  members  of 


sentatives  of  postal  and  departmental  groups:  Kenneth 
Taylor,  secretary,  National  Rural  Letter  Carriers  Asso¬ 
ciation;  Jerome  Keating,  secretary,  National  Association 
of  Letter  Carriers,  accompanied  by  the  first  vice  presi¬ 
dent,  D.  R.  Sullivan,  and  the  assistant  secretary,  R.  B. 
Kremers;  Paul  Castiglioni,  legislative  representative, 
National  Federation  of  Post  Office  Motor  Vehicle  Em¬ 
ployees;  Thomas  G.  Walters,  operations  director  of  the 
Government  Employees  Council;  Col.  Heber  Rice, 
member,  legislative  committee  of  the  Federal  Bar  Asso¬ 
ciation;  and  Robert  McLaughlin,  ^national  counsel, 
National  Association  of  Storekeeper  Gaugers,  Alcohol 
Tax  Unit.  Statements  for  the  rep6rd  were  also  filed  by 
Milton  Kelenson,  acting  legislative  representative, 

•  ' - - 

COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  FOR  THURSDAY, 
.JULY  12 

{All  meetings  are/open  unless  otherwise  designated ) 
Senate 

Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  subcommittee,  execu¬ 
tive,  on  S.  1^3,  disaster  loans,  11  a.  m.,  324  Senate  Office 
Building.  / 

Committee  on  Appropriations ,  Subcommittee  on  Agriculture, 
executive, ho  a.  m.,  room  F-37,  Capitol;  Subcommittee  on  Army 
Civil  Functions,  executive,  10:30  a.  m.,  room  F-39,  Capitol; 
Subcommittee  on  Legislative,  executive,  10  a.  m.,  room  P-38, 
Capitol;  Subcommittee  on  Armed  Services,  executive,  10  a.  m., 
224  Senate  Office  Building. 


turned  over  to  that  Department  a  list  of  members  of 
the  Washington  Communist  units.  During  questioning 
by  committee  counsel  she  revealed  the  names  and  activi¬ 
ties  of  Communist  Party  district  leaders  and  members 
located  in  the  Washington-Baltimore  area.  Adjourned 
until  tomorrow  morning  to  hear  other  witnesses. 

Joint  Committee  Meetings 

APPROPRIATIONS— LABOR-FSA 

Conferees,  in  executive  session,  agreed  to  file  a  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  the  differences  between  the  House-  and 
Senate-passed  versions  of  H.  R.  3709,  Labor-FSA  appro¬ 
priations.  The  report  will  be  filed  tonight. 


Committee  on  Armed  Services,  executive,  on  nominations  and 
calendar,  10:30  a.  m.,  212  Senate  Office  Rpilding. 

Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency,  RFC  Subcommittee, 
executive,  to  discuss  its  final  report  and  Kafser-Frazer  report, 
10:30  a.  m.,  301  Senate  Office  Building.  _ 

Committee  on  Finance,  on  H.  R.  4473,  tax-revision  bill,  10 
a.  m.,  312  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  on  air-mail 
subsidy  bills,  10  a.  m.,  room  G-i 6,  Capitol;  subcommittee,  on 
S.  1221,  Ship  Warrants  Act,  10  a.  m.,  room  P-36,  CapitolX 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  subcommittee,  on  S.  25,  to  amend 
Bankruptcy  Act,  10:30  a.  m.,  424  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  executive,  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  employees’  pay  bills,  10  a.  m.,  135  Senate  Office 
Building. 
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House 


Committee  on  Agriculture,  on  H.  R.  4521,  extending  the  Sugar 
Act  of  1948  until  December  31,  1956,  10  a.  m.,  1310  New  House 
Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Armed  Services,  to  consider  title  III,  Air  Force, 
of  H.  R.  4524,  to  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  and 
naval  installations,  executive,  10  a.  m.,  313-A  Old  House  Office 
Building. 

Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments, 
Holifield  special  subcommittee,  to  consider  Home  Loan  Bank 
Board  administration  and  related  matters,  10  a.  m.,  429  Old 
House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  to  continue  consideration  of 
the  Mutual  Security  Program.  Thomas  D.  Cabot,  Director  of 
International  Security  Affairs,  Department  of  State,  will  testify, 
10  a.  m.,  room  G-3,  Capitol. 

Committee  on  Interior jurtflnsular  Affairs,  Subcommittee  on 
Indian  Affairs,  onjife  it.  1214,  to  promote  the  rehabilitation  of 
the  Papago  Tribe  of  Indians,  and  H.  R.  1635,  to  promote  the 
rehabilitation  of  the  Indians  of  western  Oklahoma,  10  a.  m., 
132^  New  House  Office  Building. 


Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  executive 
consideration  of  H.  R.  3669,  amending  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Act,  10  a.  m.,  1334  New  House  Office  Building 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  Celler  Subcommittee  on  the  Study 
of  Monopoly  Power,  on  H.  R.  2820,  basing-point  legislation,  10 
a.  m.,  346  Old  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  to  hear  Members 
of  Congress  on  Federal  pay  increase  bills,  10  a.  m.,  213  Old  House 
Office  Building*-' 

Committee  on  Public  Wor\s,  executive  meeting  on  H.  J.  Res. 
ad‘i5,  St.  Lawrence  seaway-Great  Lakes  development  legisla¬ 
tion,  10  a.  m.,  1302  New  House  Office  Building. 

.Committee  on  Un-American  Activities,  to  continue  on  Com¬ 
munist  activities  in  the  Baltimore,  Md.,  defense  area,  10:30  a.  m., 
226  Old  Hohse^Qffice  Building. 

Select  Commit'tec  T-.Q  Investigate  the  Educational  and  Training 
Program  Under  the  GI  Bftt y  to  consider  administrative  aspects  of 
the  Veterans’  Administration  educational  program,  xo  a.  m., 
445  Old  House  Office  Building.  ^ 

■» 

Joint  Committee 

Conferees,  executive,  on  H.  R.  3880,  independent  offices  appro¬ 
priations,  10:30  a.  m.,  room  F-82,  Capitol. 
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could  be  assured  that  any  given  project 
would  definitely  contribute  to  the  agricul¬ 
tural  economy  of  Italy  and  to  be  certain 
that  counterpart  funds  were  being  used  only 
for  projects  which  would  compare  favorably 
with  reclamation  projects  selected  for  de¬ 
velopment  in  the  United  States.  With  this 
in  mind  a  general  criterion  was  established 
that  only  projects  would  be  considered  which 
would  guarantee  a  maximum  production  of 
food  in  a  minimum  amount  of  time  with  a 

No.  127 - 7 


minimum  amount  of  money.  The  Mission 
established  a  firm  policy  that  no  projects 
would  be  considered  unless  they  were  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  Mission  by  the  Ministry  of 
Agriculture.  This  made  it  possible  to  re¬ 
lieve  the  Mission  immediately  of  the  burden 
of  discussing  projects  with  pressure  groups 
and  individuals  who  had  private  Interest  or 
an  ax  to  grind,  and  made  it  possible  for 
the  Mission  to  devote  its  time  exclusively  to 
the  examination  of  projects  which  had  the 


approval  and  support  of  the  Italian  Govern¬ 
ment.  _ — " 

RECESS - 

Mr.  McPARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  stand  in  recess  un¬ 
til  12  o’clock  noon  tomorrow. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  (at  5 
o’clock  and  35  minutes  p.  m.)  the  Senate 
took  a  recess  until  tomorrow,  Friday, 
July  13. 1951.  at  12  o’clock  meridian. 


House  of  Representatives 


The  House  met  at  ll  o’clock  a.  m. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Bernard  Bras- 
kamp,  D.  D.,  offered  the  following 
prayer 

Eternal^  God,  our  Father,  whose 
thoughts  concerning  us  are  those  of  love 
and  peace,  we  rejoice  that  Thou  art 
always  seeking  to  inspire  us  with  a  more 
vivid  sense  of  ThY  presence  and  power. 

Grant  that  we  may  not  be  primarily 
concerned  about  having  Thee  do  some¬ 
thing  for  us  but  may  it  be  our  supreme 
desire  to  have  Thee  do  something  in 
us  and  with  us  in  order  that  we  may 
fulfill  life’s  high  vocation. 

We  pray  that  Thou  wilt  create  within 
our  minds  and  hearts  a  clearer  concep¬ 
tion  of  Thy  divine  will  and  a  loftier 
appreciation  of  our  duty  toward  Thee 
and  our  fellow  men.  May  we  have  a 
new  accent  of  faith  in  Thee  and  the 
daring  to  make  trial  of  Thy  law  of  love. 

We  humbly  confess  that  at  times  we 
are  deeply  troubled  and  disturbed  for  we 
do  not  seem  to  know  how  to  deal  with 
the  social  and  industrial  and  all  our 
human  problems  in  their  modern  strange 
and  tragic  setting. 

May  we  see  that  we  cannot  solve  these 
problems  without  Thee  and  without 
those  spiritual  realities  which  Thou 
wouldst  have  us  appropriate  and  which 
are  the  source  and  secret  of  conquest. 

Hear  us  in  Christ’s  name.  Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  yesterday  was  read 
and  approved. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  mesage  from  the  Senate,  by  Mr. 
Carrell,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced  that 
the  Senate  had  passed  a  joint  resolution 
of  the  following  title,  in  which  the  con¬ 
currence  of  the  House  is  requested : 

S.  J.  Res.  82.  Joint  resolution  to  amend 
title  28  of  the  United  States  Code  so  as  to 
add  thereto  a  chapter  relating  to  procedure 
in  condemnation  proceedings. 

The  message  also  announced  that 
Vice  President  has  appointed  /Mr. 
Johnston  of  South  Carolina  apd  Mr. 
Langer  members  of  the  joint  select 
committee  on  the  part  of  the  J^enate,  as 
provided  for  in  the  act  of  Aq^ust  5,  1939, 
entitled  “An  act  to  provide  for  the  dis¬ 
position  of  certain  records  of  the  United 
States  Government,”  for  the  disposition 
of  executive  papers  referred  to  in  the 
report  of  the  Archivist  of  the  United 
States  numbered  52-1. 

AMERICAN  BA9  ASSOCIATION  TAX  BILL 

(Mr.  CAMP  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  tqaddress  the  House  for  one- 
half  miphte.) 

Mn/iAMP.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  to- 
dayintroduced,  as  I  did  in  March  of 
lasryear,  at  the  request  of  the  section  of 
taxation  of  the  American  Bar  Assoeia- 
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tion,  a  bill  (H.  R.  4775)  providing  for  the 
correction  of  many  inequities  in  our 
internal-revenue  laws. 

This  bill  is  the  product  of  long  and 
arduous  work  on  the  part  of  the  section 
of  taxation,  all  of  its  recommendations 
having  been  approved  by  the  American 
Bar  Association. 

I  feel  that  the  views  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  lawyers  who  have  collaborated 
in  the  drafting  of  this  bill  are  worthy 
of  our  most  serious  thought  and  study. 

I  have  read  this  bill,  and,  while  I  do  not 
necessarily  endorse  every  detail  of  it,  I 
heartily  commend  it  and  the  public 
spirit  in  which  it  is  offered.  In  my  opin¬ 
ion,  if  the  bill  be  enacted,  it  will  not 
materially  affect  the  revenues,  but  will 
remove  many  inequities  which  should 
have  been  corrected  long  ago. 

Under  unanimous  consent  to  revise 
and  extend  my  remarks,  I  am  inserting 
in  the  Appendix  of  the  Record  a  sum¬ 
mary  explanation,  section  by  section,  of 
the  bill.  / 

My  distinguished  colleague  on  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee,  Mr.  Reed 
of  New  York,  is  introducing  and  en¬ 
dorsing  an  identical  bill.  He  and  I  feel 
that  the  consideration  of  this  bill  should 
be  nonpartisan  because  of  its  obvious 
merit  and  its  authorship.  / 

THE  LATE  CHARLES  ASHCRAFT 

Mr.  REES  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  for  the  purpose" of  announcing  the 
untimely  passing pi  Charles  L.  Ashcraf t, 
president  of  thq'National  Association  of 
Rural  Letter. -Carriers.  Mr.  Ashcraft 
died  suddenly  at  his  home  in  Osage  City, 
Kans.,  late-'yesterday.  Mr.  Ashcraft  was 
on  a  trip- attending  the  State  convention 
of  the/Kansas  unit  of  his  organization. 

Mr.  Ashcraft  represented,  as  the  na¬ 
tional  president,  one  of  the  oldest  and 
rnbst  highly  regarded  organizations  of 
our  Federal  employees.  Nearly  every 
rural  carrier  belongs  to  his  organization, 
numbering  more  than  30,000  members. 


/ 


The  Post  Office  and  Civil  service  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  House  has  always  appre¬ 
ciated  the  fine  cooperation  of  Mr.  Ash¬ 
craft  in  working  toward  the  solution  of 
problems  with  which  the  committee  has 
been  faced  and  which  related  to  the  in¬ 
terests  of  the  rural  carriers. /Our  com¬ 
mittee  has  often  sought  his- advice.  We 
will  miss  him  from  among  our  counsel¬ 
ors.  I  know  the  members  of  our  com¬ 
mittee  join  with  me  m  expressing  deep 
regret  in  the  passing  of  Mr.  Ashcraft. 
We  extend  our  sympathy  to  the  members 
of  his  bereaved  ^family  and  to  his  imme¬ 
diate  friends. 

[Mr.  RAJtfklN  addressed  the  House. 
His  remares  will  appear  hereafter  in 
the  Appendix.] 

CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mi’.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a 
-quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr,  Speaker,  I 
move  a  call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to 
their  names: 


Allen,  Ill. 

Allen,  La. 

Breen 

Chatham 

Chiperfield 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Dawson 

Dingell 

Dolliver 

Durham 

Gamble 


[Roll  No.  108] 
Gillette 
Gregory 
Hoeven 
Jackson,  Calif. 
Kelley,  Pa. 
Martin,  Iowa 
Mason 
Miller,  Calif. 
Murray,  Wis. 
Nelson 
Norblad 


O’Konskl 

Powell 

Prouty 

Taylor 

Werdel 

Whitaker 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Winstead 

Woodruff 


Mr.  Ashcraft  himself  had  been  a  rural 
letter  carrier  for  a  period  of  33  years  on 
a  rural  route  emanating  from  Osagei 
City,  which  is  located  in  our  district  ini 
Kansas.  Prior  to  holding  the  position 
of  president  of  the  National  Letter  Car¬ 
riers’  Association,  Mr.  Ashcraft  served 
2  years  as  vice  president  of  the  associa¬ 
tion.  He  was  elected  president  of  this 
organization  in  1950.  It  is  a  fitting  trib¬ 
ute  to  the  high  respect  with  which  he  was 
held  by  members  of  his  organization  that 
when  elected  to  these  positions,  in  each 
case  it  was  without  opposition. 

I  had  the  pleasure  of  being  acquainted 
with  Mr.  Ashcraft  in  his  own  community 
before  he  was  elevated  to  the  high  posi¬ 
tion  conferred  upon  him  by  his  organ¬ 
ization.  The  people  where  he  lived  and 
whom  he  served  held  Charlie  Ashcraft 
In  great  respect  and  the  highest  esteem. 


The  SPEAKER.  On  this  roll  call  395 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 

LABOR-FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIA¬ 
TION  BILL,  1852 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call 
up  the  conference  report  on  the  bill 
(H.  R.  3709)  making  appropriations  for 
the  Department  of  Labor,  the  Federal 
Security  Agency,  and  related  agencies, 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952, 
and  for  other  purposes,  and  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  statement  of  the 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  be 
read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  Plouse  of  Julv  ll. 
1951.) 
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Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
have  before  us  this  morning  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  the  annual  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  for  the  Department  of  Labor, 
the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and  related 
agencies.  The  budget  estimates  for  this 
bill  amounted  to  $2,744,253,760.  The 
House  bill  appropriated  $2,641,206,361, 
which  was  a  decrease  of  $103,047,399. 
The  Senate  bill  provided  $2,523,678,214. 
The  conference  report  which  we  are  pre¬ 
senting  to  you  this  morning  totals  $2,- 
512,004,270.  The  Senate  had  cut  the 
House  bill  by  $118,000,000.  The  Senate 
bill  was  $221,000,000  under  the  Budget 
estimates.  The  conference  bill  before 
you  today  is  under  the  budget  estimates 
by  $232,000,000  and  $129,000,000  under 
the  bill  as  passed  by  the  House.  Also  it 
is  under  the  Senate  bill  as  passed  by  that 
body  by  $11,000,000  plus. 

I  think  the  conferees  have  done  a  good 
job  on  this  particular  bill,  because  as  I 
stated  in  my  previous  statement  on  the 
floor  when  we  had  this  bill  before  us, 
this  is  one  of  the  most  difficult  bills  to 
cut.  As  I  pointed  out  at  that  time,  88 
percent  of  the  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Labor  rests  in  two  items, 
for  the  grants  to  States  for  unemploy¬ 
ment  compensation  and  the  employees 
injury  compensation  fund.  Those  two 
items  alone  amount  to  88  percent  of  the 
total  appropriation  for  the  Department 
of  Labor  and  over  which  we  have  no  con¬ 
trol.  With  reference  to  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency,  86  percent  of  the  total  for 
that  agency  is  accounted  for  by  public 
assistance  grants,  emergency  school  aid, 
and  the  hospital  construction  program. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  with  these  large 
amounts  that  we  cannot  do  anything 
about  because  of  the  laws  we  have 
passed,  making  it  mandatory  upon  the 
Federal  Government  to  meet  certain 
costs  as  they  arise  in  the  various  States, 
we  think  we  have  done  a  good  job  in 
reducing  the  total  amounts. 

One  of  the  first  things  we  were  con¬ 
fronted  with  when  we  sat  down  in  con¬ 
ference  with  the  Members  of  the  other 
body  was  the  three  amendments  requir¬ 
ing  blanket  cut-backs  in  personal  serv¬ 
ices.  As  you  know,  the  House  passed  the 
so-called  Jensen  amendment,  which  was 
tied  on  to  the  end  of  the  bill.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  subcommittee  eliminated  the  Jensen 
amendment  and  went  before  the  full 
committee  and  came  up  with  the  Cordon 
amendment,  which  was  a  5-percent  re¬ 
duction  in  personal  service  estimates  as 
presented  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 
Then,  on  the  Senate  floor  the  Ferguson 
amendment  was  adopted,  which  added 
an  additional  5 -percent  cut  to  the  Cor¬ 
don  amendment.  After  meeting  with  the 
Senate  conferees  for  a  couple  of  days  and 
discussing  the  Jensen  amendment,  the 
Cordon  amendment,  and  the  Ferguson 
amendment,  we  finally  agreed  that  the 
more  reasonable  way  to  cut  expenditures 
was  to  adopt  the  modified  Ferguson 
amendment.  That  is  what  we  have  done 
In  this  bill.  We  did  not  forget  either 
that  the  House  passed  the  Jensen  amend¬ 
ment.  I  think  the  figures  we  have  before 
us  today  will  show  that  in  practically 
every  item  there  is  a  reduction  below  the 
House  bill.  For  example,  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor,  in  the  Office  of  Secretary, 


this  conference  report  shows  a  reduction 
of  $75,000  below  the  House  figure.  In  the 
Office  of  Solicitor  we  show  a  reduction  of 
$50,000  below  the  House  figure. 

In  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Standards  we 
show  a  reduction  of  $31,835  below  the 
House  figure. 

In  the  veterans’  employment  rights 
we  show  a  decrease  of  $11,242. 

In  the  Bureau  of  Apprenticeship 
Training  we  show  a  decrease  of  $92,000. 

In  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security 
we  show  a  decrease  of  $381,000. 

In  grants  for  employment  security  we 
show  a  decrease  of  $1,000,000. 

In  the  Bureau  of  Employees’  Compen¬ 
sation  we  show  a  decrease  of  $59,000. 

In  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  we 
show  a  decrease  of  $110,000. 

In  the  Women’s  Bureau  we  show  a  de¬ 
crease  of  $26,000. 

The  Wage  and  Hour  Division  remains 
the  same. 

There  is  one  item  in  the  Department 
of  Labor  that  shows  an  increase,  and  that 
is  in  the  Consumers  Price  Index,  which 
is  an  agency  that  has  enough  money  to 
wind  up  its  activities  in  the  next  fiscal 
year.  The  House  cut  that  figure  by 
$250,000,  and  the  Senate  put  back  $125,- 
000,  because  they  said  they  needed  that 
full  amount  to  finish  their  activities  in 
the  next  fiscal  year.  We  will  not  have  it 
in  this  bill  again.  We  finally  got  the 
Senate  to  recede  to  the  extent  of  giving 
them  not  $250,000  but  $73,000,  and  that 
is  the  only  increase  in  the  House  figures 
in  the  Department  of  Labor. 

So  we  did  keep  in  consideration  the 
effect  of  the  Jensen  amendment  by 
showing  all  of  these  figures  below  the 
bill  as  it  passed  the  House.  The  figures 
total  $1,764,000  below  the  House  bill  of  a 
couple  of  months  ago,  on  the  Labor  De¬ 
partment. 

In  the  Federal  Security  Agency  the  bill 
shows  a  decrease  in  practically  every 
item  right  down  the  line,  which  shows 
that  we  still  accepted  in  part  some  of 
the  Jensen  amendment,  and  also  kept  in¬ 
tact  the  modified  Ferguson  amendment. 

There  were  some  increases  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Security  Agency.  One  of  the  in¬ 
creases  was  for  payments  to  school  dis¬ 
tricts  for  operation  and  maintenance, 
$12,000,000.  In  the  House  we  allowed 
$28,000,000,  which  was  the  full  budget 
estimate.  They  had  an  additional  esti¬ 
mate  which  came  before  the  Senate  and 
that  full  estimate  of  $12,000,000  was 
granted  by  the  Senate.  The  conferees 
went  along  with  that,  because  with  that 
money  they  are  not  able  now  to  meet 
the  applications  that  they  have  at  this 
time.  They  now  have  before  us  a  re¬ 
quest  for  a  supplemental  appropriation 
of  $6,000,000  for  that  particular  program 
for  fiscal  1951.  So  the  conferees  thought 
at  this  time  we  should  go  along  with  the 
Senate  figure  on  that. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  "West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  That  is  to  implement 
Public  Law  874,  maintenance  and  op¬ 
eration,  in  your  impacted  school  dis¬ 
tricts? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Yes. 


Mr.  BAILEY.  Would  the  gentleman 
be  kind  enough  to  advise  the  House  what 
action  you  took  on  the  provision  for  ad¬ 
ditional  construction  money? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  There  was  no  disa¬ 
greement  with  the  Senate  figures  in  the 
money  available  for  the  construction  of 
schools  but  we  did  change  the  language. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  They  get  $75,000,000. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  They  get  $75,000,000. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  What  change  was  made 
in  the  limitation? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  conferees  struck 
out  the  paragraphs  of  the  House  bill 
with  respect  to  this  item  and  inserted  the 
paragraphs  of  the  Senate  bill. 

The  appropriation  amount  is  identical 
to  the  House  bill.  The  language  agreed 
upon  permits  direct  provision  of  school 
facilities,  as  authorized  by  sections  203 
and  204  of  the  basic  legislation,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  grants  to  local  educational  agen¬ 
cies.  The  conference  agreement  drops 
the  two  provisions  of  the  House  bill  re¬ 
lating  to  reimbursement  payments  under 
section  205  of  the  basic  law  and  to  the 
determination  of  relative  urgency  of 
need  for  school  facilities  for  purposes 
of  prescribing  under  section  206  the  or¬ 
der  in  which  the  Commissioner  of  Edu¬ 
cation  shall  make  certifications  for  pay¬ 
ments  from  the  appropriation. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Am  I  to  understand 
from  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island  that  that  leaves  pretty 
much  in  the  discretion  of  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  where  this  money  shall  be  ex¬ 
pended  first? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Yes;  it  does. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Where  the  need  is 
greatest? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Yes. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  There  is  no  restriction 
on  his  discretion. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  No,  except  such  re¬ 
strictions  as  the  basic  law  contains. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Will  the  gentleman 
answer  one  more  question?  What  pro¬ 
vision  was  made  for  distributive  educa¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  As  the  bill  passed  the 
House  we  had  no  money  in  it  for  dis¬ 
tributive  education.  Their  request  was 
far  $1,794,000.  We  compromised  with 
the  Senate  and  allowed  $900,000  for  dis¬ 
tributive  education  and  specifically  stat¬ 
ed  in  the  report  that  no  more  than  $900,- 
000  may  be  used  for  distributive  educa¬ 
tion  so  that  the  main  vocational  educa¬ 
tion  prpgram  would  not  be  disturbed. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  The  entire  vocational 
educational  program  was  $19,000,000, 
something  like  that,  I  believe.  I  want  to 
compliment  the  committee  on  increasing 
that  item.  I  have  always  felt  in  our  com¬ 
mittee  that  the  $28,000,000  we  suggested 
was  insufficient  and  I  am  pleased  to  note 
that  that  has  been  taken  care  of.  I 
thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  there 
was  another  amendment  that  the  Senate 
had  raised  and  that  was  the  hospital 
construction  program.  As  it  passed  the 
House,  the  House  allowed  $75,000,000  for 
additional  projects;  the  Senate  added 
another  $20,000,000  to  that  particular 
program.  We  compromised  on  the  figure 
of  $7,500,000  additional,  or  $82,500,000,  in 
lieu  of  the  $20,000,000  additional  amount 
that  the  Senate  had  allowed. 
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I  think  that  covers  the  more  important 
amendments,  particularly  the  increases; 
and  I  am  very  happy  to  say  that  we  have 
been  able  to  get  the  Senate  to  recede  in 
this  conference  to  the  tune  of  nearly 
$12,000,000  below  their  own  bill. 

Mr.  BUSBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BUSBEY.  Naturally,  no  con¬ 
ference  report  could  go  as  far  as  I  would 
like  to  go  in  cutting  expenditures;  but, 
all  in  all,  I  think  we  did  a  fairly  good  job 
everything  considered.  There  is  one  item 
in  this  conference  report  which  I  did  not 
see  until  just  a  few  minutes  ago  when  the 
conference  report  was  made  available. 
It  pertains  to  the  so-called  Jenner 
amendment  that  was  written  into  the 
Senate  bill.  The  Jenner  amendment,  as 
most  of  you  know,  deals  with  the  appro¬ 
priation  for  grants  to  States.  It  was  the 
understanding  that  there  was  some  dis¬ 
position  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Oscar  Ewing, 
the  Administrator  of  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency,  to  withhold  funds  from 
the  State  of  Indiana.  The  new  law  of 
Indiana  goes  into  effect  about  August 
1  of  this  year  which,  in  effect,  says  that 
the  names  of  all  those  receiving  aid  un¬ 
der  the  law  governing  public  welfare 
must  be  given  to  the  county  auditor  and 
also  to  the  township  trustees,  and  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  county  council. 

The  language  in  the  report  near  the 
bottom  of  page  13  reads  as  follows: 

The  conferees  of  both  houses  are  agreed 
that  the  appropriate  legislative  committees 
of  the  Congress  should  consider  the  subject 
matter  of  this  amendment. 

That  statement  to  me  is  like  a  can¬ 
didate  running  on  a  platform  of  being 
against  sin  and  for  pure  drinking  water. 
There  is  no  dispute  that  I  know  of,  but 
that  it  should  be  considered  by  the  prop¬ 
er  legislative  committees  and  perma¬ 
nent  legislation  put  on  the  books.  Even 
if  the  Jenner  amendment  were  accepted 
it  would  only  be  for  1  year  because 
that  is  the  length  of  time  this  appro¬ 
priation  bill  covers.  It  was  my  under¬ 
standing  in  the  conference  that  lan¬ 
guage  would  be  put  into  this  report  mak¬ 
ing  it  very  plain  to  Mr.  Oscar  Ewing  it 
is  the  opinion  of  the  conferees  that  the 
State  of  Indiana  and  also  the  State  of 
Tennessee,  which  are  the  only  two 
States  affected  at  present,  should  not 
be  penalized  because  of  some  technical¬ 
ity  in  the  Federal  law.  I  fail  to  see  that 
in  the  conference  report.  I  would  like 
to  have  the  gentleman  comment  on  that. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  am  very  happy  to 
comment  on  that  because  I  referred  to 
it  in  conference  yesterday  afternoon 
and  disagreed  with  that  suggestion  as  it 
came  up.  The  Senate  receded  on  that 
and  knocked  this  amendment  out  of  the 
bill.  It  receded,  and,  as  a  consequence, 
we  do  not  have  it  before  us  today.  'We 
agreed  on  that  one  sentence  that  this  is 
legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill  when 
it  was  added  by  the  Senate  and  was  sub¬ 
ject  to  a  point  of  order.  The  Senate 
agreed.  We  had  no  hearing  on  it,  we 
do  not  know  all  the  facts  about  it  on 
this  side  of  the  House  and  we  thought 
it  was  a  proper  responsibility  of  the 
legislative  committee.  As  we  have  done 


ther  cases  in  conference  reports  and 
in  reports  on  appropriation  bills,  we 
send  matters  like  this  to  the  proper 
legislative  committee.  That  was  the 
agreement  of  the  conferees  as  we  left  on 
yesterday  afternoon  to  refer  this  to  the 
proper  legislative  committee. 

Mr.  BUSBEY.  I  appreciate  the  legis¬ 
lative  angle,  but  I  would  like  to  hear 
the  gentleman’s  remarks  on  the  lan¬ 
guage  that  I  thought  was  going  to  be  in¬ 
serted  in  the  conference  report  to  let 
Mr.  Ewing  know  exactly  what  the  con¬ 
ferees  thought.  The  language  in  the 
report  is  merely  stating  a  legislative 
principle. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  thought  I  ex¬ 
plained  that,  because  I  spoke  against 
that  suggestion  on  yesterday  afternoon 
and  after  I  had  spoken  against  it  the 
Senate  agreed  it  should  not  be  in  there. 
We  come  in  with  this  suggestion  that  it 
be  as  it  is  written  in  here,  which  is  the 
agreement  of  the  conferees  reached  on 
yesterday  afternoon.  There  was  not 
any  dispute  about  it  at  all. 

Mr.  BUSBEY.  I  am  sorry.  I  was  at 
the  conference  and  I  got  an  entirely  dif¬ 
ferent  impression  as  to  what  language 
was  going  to  be  put  in  the  conference 
report. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  Senate  agreed 
to  that  language  as  it  appears  in  the  re¬ 
port. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  In  con¬ 
nection  with  the  hospital  construction 
program  the  House  agreed  to  seventy- 
five  million  and  there  were  seven  and  a 
half  million  added.  Is  that  the  Hill- 
Burton  hospital  program  in  eight  States? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Yes.  There  were 
seventy-five  million  for  new  construction. 
They  will  have  $82,500,000  for  new  con¬ 
struction  in  the  fiscal  year  1952. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Jensen], 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  every 
Member  will  note  who  has  read  the 
newspapers  this  morning  and  also  this 
report  that  the  conferees  have  stricken 
from  the  bill  the  Jensen  amendment.  I 
listened  very  attentively  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island  explain  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  conference  report  and 
noted  that  he  stated  in  regard  to  many 
items  that  they  were  lower  even  than 
the  House  bill,  which,  of  course,  I  ap¬ 
prove  as  does  every  Member  who  wants 
and  works  for  economy  and  against 
waste. 

I  notice,  however,  that  the  amounts 
which  were  cut  from  the  administrative 
personnel  requests  have  been  reduced 
very  little  in  comparison  with  what  the 
Jensen  amendment  would  save. 

The  conference  agreed  to  some  specific 
cuts  as  you  will  see  on  page  5  of  the 
report.  All  of  those  cuts  amount  to  a 
total  of  just  a  little  over  $1,000,000.  The 
Jensen  amendment  would  effect  savings 
of  at  least  $10,000,000.  We  went  into 
this  thing  very  carefully  before  the  Jen¬ 
sen  amendment  was  offered  in  the  House. 
We  went  through  these  two  departments 
to  which  this  bill  applies  and  the  differ¬ 
ent  branches  of  those  departments  and 


determined  as  nearly  as  we  could  what 
the  savings  would  be  under  the  Jensen 
amendment.  Now,  of  course,  it  is  im¬ 
possible  to  say  exactly  what  the  savings 
would  be,  but  we  estimated  that  as 
closely  and  as  carefully  as  we  could,  and 
the  savings  would  be,  as  I  said,  some¬ 
thing  over  $10,000,000  and  there  is  no 
question  about  it,  I  assure  you. 

Now  then,  let  us  not  forget  that  the 
Jensen  amendment  takes  no  one  off  the 
payroll,  it  simply  keeps .  people  from 
getting  on  the  Federal  payroll.  It  pro¬ 
vides  that  only  25  percent  of  the  vacan¬ 
cies  which  occur,  with  certain  exceptions, 
may  be  filled.  .There  are  a  lot  of  men 
and  women  working  for  the  Government, 
career  folks,  good  folks,  able,  conscien¬ 
tious  public  servants  who  have  reached 
the  age  of  45,  50,  or  55  years,  who  have 
families  and  they  have  children  going  to 
school  and  to  college,  now  under  these 
specific  cuts  that  are  made  in  this  con¬ 
ference  report,  some  of  those  folks  will 
lose  their  jobs;  that  is  a  certainty.  Now, 
I  do  not  propose  to  have  that  on  my  con¬ 
science  when  there  is  a  better  and  less 
painful  way  to  do  the  job  and  save  more 
money.  My  amendment  provides  that 
no  one  shall  lose  their  jobs,  just  as  most 
every  county,  most  every  State,  and  most 
every  big  municipality  in  America  did 
in  the  depression  days  when  they  simply 
did  not  have  the  heart  to  throw  people 
off  the  payroll,  and  so  they  simply  did 
not  fill  vacancies,  and  it  worked  well. 
No  one  suffered.  Now,  if  there  are  those 
in  this  House  that  want  to  take  folks  off 
the  payroll  the  painful  way,  and  you 
know  who  will  be  taken  off;  it  will  be 
the  career  men  and  women  who  will 
lose  their  jobs;  it  will  not  be  the  em¬ 
ployees  who  have  power  up  here  on  the 
Hill  and  elsewhere  to  keep  their  jobs. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  shall  offer  a  motion 
to  send  this  report  back  to  conference 
with  instructions  to  insist  on  retaining 
the  Jensen  amendment. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Schwabe], 

Mr.  SCHWABE.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  this 
particular  instance  the  subcommittee 
and  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
House  met  and  worked  diligently  with 
the  Members  of  the  Senate  conferees. 
There  were  a  number  of  items  which  I 
felt  should  have  been  lower  than  they 
were.  I  wanted  to  see  the  Jensen  amend¬ 
ment  included  and  the  Senate  recede 
from  its  action,  but  there  was  no  op¬ 
portunity  in  the  conference  to  effect  that 
sort  of  understanding  and  agreement. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  items,  money- 
wise,  were  very  satisfactory,  I  think,  ex¬ 
cept  in  a  few  instances.  In  those  in¬ 
stances  we  could  not  prevail. 

In  reference  to  the  Jensen  amend¬ 
ment,  it  occurred  to  me,  and  did  at  the 
time  the  House  passed  it,  that  it  would 
affect  those  whom  we  sought  to  reach, 
namely,  those  we  call  the  bureaucrats, 
those  higher-ups,  and  would  not  cut  off 
some  of  those  down  lower  who  do  the 
real  work  at  the  service  level.  I  think 
the  committee  members  on  the  whole 
and  the  conferees  representing  the 
House  would  have  liked  to  have  seen 
that  accomplished.  Under  the  circum¬ 
stances,  it  occurred  to  me  that  we  could 
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not  do  more  than  we  did.  I  thought  and 
suggested  in  the  conference  just  before  it 
adjourned  that  we  might  tie  together 
the  so-called  Ferguson  amendment, 
which  is  a  dollarwise  cut  in  appropria¬ 
tions,  and  the  Jensen  amendment,  which 
is  a  personnel  cut.  I  thought  we  could 
effect  a  compromise  by  throwing  the  two 
together  and  working  them  in  together, 
but  the  conferees  did  not  see  my  way  on 
that. 

I  think,  on  the  whole,  the  conferees 
did  about  all  they  could  do  in  this  case. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Taber]. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  con¬ 
ferees  have  reported  this  bill  back  here 
with  a  conference  report  striking  out 
the  Jensen  amendment.  The  Jensen 
amendment  is  the  amendment  which 
the  Congress  needs  to  put  in  the  bill,  if 
we  intend  to  effect  real  economies. 

I  understand,  and  I  should  like  to  be 
corrected  if  this  is  not  so,  that  just  as 
soon  as  the  previous  question  is  ordered 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Jensen] 
will  offer  a  motion  to  recommit  with  in¬ 
structions  to  further  insist  upon  the  dis¬ 
agreement  to  Senate  amendment  No. 
128,  which  is  the  striking  out  of  the 
Jensen  amendment. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  already  have  the  mo¬ 
tion  at  the  desk. 

Mr.  TABER.  The  gentleman  already 
has  sent  it  to  the  desk  and  is  prepared 
to  offer  it? 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Did  not 
the  House  get  considerable  credit 
throughout  the  country  by  making  cer¬ 
tain  cuts? 

Mr.  TABER.  It  did. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  If  we 
now  go  ahead  with  this  conference  re¬ 
port,  those  who  want  this  money  will  get 
it  just  the  same? 

Mr.  TABER.  There  will  be  some  that 
will.  There  are  some  cuts  that  are  made 
that  were  not  made  by  the  House. 
There  are  some  the  House  made  that 
have  been  eliminated.  We  ought  to  have 
credit  for  establishing  a  rule  which  will 
eliminate  unnecessary  employees.  I 
hope  that  when  we  get  to  vote  upon  the 
motion  we  will  adopt  it  and  send  the  bill 
back  to  conference. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes.  I  am  going  to  speak 
for  a  few  moments  and  then  move  the 
previous  question.  At  that  time  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  will  have  a  chance 
to  offer  his  motion. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  every  conference  I 
have  been  in  when  members  of  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  or  when  mem¬ 
bers  of  legislative  committees  met  with 
the  Senate  we  have  found  that  a  con¬ 
ference  committee  is  a  compromising 
committee.  We  debated  the  effects  of 
the  Jensen  amendment,  the  Cordon 
amendment,  and  the  Ferguson  amend¬ 
ment  with  the  Senate  conferees  on  four 
different  days.  As  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  knows,  his  amendment  was  stricken 
by  the  Senate  from  the  bill  a  year  ago 
and  the  Senate  action  was  agreed  to  in 


conference  on  the  one-package  bill  at 
that  time.  The  Senate  subcommittee 
considering  this  1952  bill  eliminated  the 
gentleman’s  amendment  immediately 
and  adopted  the  Cordon  amendment. 

The  reasons  why  they  dic^it  are  too 
numerous  to  mention,  because  of  the 
way  the  gentleman’s  amendment  would 
work,  but  they  are  obvious.  The  Cor¬ 
don  amendment  effected  a  5-percent  re¬ 
duction,  not  in  over-all  expenditures, 
but  in  personnel  expenses. 

The  Ferguson  floor  amendment  adds 
an  additional  5  percent — not  on  over¬ 
all  expenditures  as  you  have  stated  on 
the  floor.  It  put  on  practically  every 
agency  in  this  bill  a  limitation  on  per¬ 
sonal  services.  If  that  is  not  a  reduc¬ 
tion  in  personal  services,  I  would  like 
to  know  what  would  be  a  reduction  in 
personal  services.  The  gentleman  from 
Iowa  surprises  me  when  he  says  he  does 
not  want  to  fire  anybody  in  the  service. 
I  will  admit  that  under  the  Ferguson 
amendment,  and  under  the  related  limi¬ 
tations  on  personal  services,  that  Feder¬ 
al  employees  are  going  to  be  fired  and 
they  are  going  to  be  fired  under  this 
bill.  Many  of  them  are  going  to  be  fired. 

But  I  do  not  agree  with  you  that  your 
amendment  would  affect  the  so-called 
bureaucrats,  as  you  call  them,  and  some 
of  those  that  you  want  to  get  rid  of  be¬ 
cause  your  amendment  will  not  touch 
them.  Your  amendment  refers  to  va¬ 
cancies.  Vacancies  occur  on  the  turn¬ 
over  of  employees  in  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  Where  does  that  turn-over 
come?  The  turn-over  comes  largely  in 
the  lower  brackets  of  Federal  employees 
right  down  the  line.  That  is  where  your 
amendment  hits.  The  Ferguson  amend¬ 
ment,  as  the  conferees  saw  it,  represents 
a  compromise.  We  realize  that  we  had 
to  come  back  to  the  House  with  some¬ 
thing.  We  knew  we  could  not  disregard 
the  effects  of  the  Jensen  amendment 
and  the  Cordon  amendment  and  the 
Ferguson  amendment  in  view  of  the  votes 
in  both  Houses.  We  all  agreed  on  that. 
We  all  agreed  we  had  to  show  some  re¬ 
ductions.  We  went  along  with  the  Fer¬ 
guson  amendment  on  the  limitation  on 
personal  services.  What  does  that 
mean?  That  means  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses.  That  is  getting  at  the  persons 
on  the  Federal  payroll.  That  was  a 
direct  cut  against  existing  personnel  on 
the  Federal  payroll  now.  That  limita¬ 
tion  is  carried  in  practically  every  item 
with  the  exception  of  one,  and  that  is 
items  of  the  Public  Health  Service.  We 
eliminated  limitations  on  the  Public 
Health  Service  because  the  amendment 
would  not  work  at  present  in  that  par¬ 
ticular  Service.  We  know  that  we  had 
to  come  back  here  and  we  think  we  have 
done  a  good  job.  We  spent  more  time 
in  the  conference  on  this  bill  this  year 
than  we  have  ever  spent  in  conference. 
We  spent  4  days  working  with  the 
Members  of  the  other  body,  while  in 
other  years  we  frequently  finished  the 
conference  in  1  day,  and  we  had  to 
take  so  long  because  of  the  different 
provisions  that  we  had  to  consider. 

You  say  we  only  save  a  million  dol¬ 
lars.  You  are  making  claims  about 
what  your  amendment  would  save  in 
this  particular  bill,  but  your  claims  are 


not  based  on  any  facts  at  all  and  you 
do  not  have  any  facts  upon  which  to  base 
your  claims.  We  have  the  figures  com¬ 
piled  by  our  staff  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  and  the  figures  from  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  as  to  what  your 
amendment  would  accomplish  and  it 
comes  nowhere  near  the  amount  that 
you  claim  would  be  saved.  And  talking 
to  anybody  in  business  or  anybody  in  a 
Federal  agency  who  wants  to  show  re¬ 
ductions  in  Federal  personnel,  your 
amendment  was  most  unworkable. 
Under  this  amendment  when  they  are 
getting  a  direct  cut  they  know  where 
they  are  going  to  get  cut  and  they  are 
going  to  get  cut  now  so  that  they  know 
what  they  are  going  to  have  to  operate 
on  during  the  next  fiscal  year.  They 
have  to  cut  that  personnel  and  that  is 
the  more  sensible  way  of  approaching 
this  problem  of  reduction  in  Federal 
personnel. 

I  agree  with  you,  Mr.  Jensen,  that  this 
is  a  direct  cut.  It  means  that  Federal 
employees  are  going  to  be  fired.  I  have 
been  hearing  that  story  so  often  for  the 
past  7  or  8  years  that  I  thought  that 
is  what  you  wanted  to  accomplish,  and 
that  is  what  the  conferees  have  brought 
back  today,  a  modified  Ferguson  amend¬ 
ment  with  the  limitation  on  personal 
services  and  salaries  and  expenditures 
which  will  mean  that  Federal  employees 
are  going  to  be  fired.  I  am  sure  that 
the  lower  strata  will  not  be  hurt  as  much 
as  the  upper  strata  will,  because  that  is 
where  many  of  them  will  be  fired. 

Mr.  Ewing’s  own  office  was  hit  hard  in 
this  bill.  His  appropriation  is  cut  $379,- 
000  which  was  the  biggest  cut  he  ever 
took.  From  the  tables  I  have  seen,  he 
has  got  to  eliminate  the  higher  paid 
positions,  the  publications  and  reports 
sections,  and  administrative  services  of 
that  particular  agency.  They  are  the 
higher  paid  personnel.  I  understand 
some  of  them  have  already  been  given 
notice,  because  of  the  contemplated  ac¬ 
tion  of  the  conferees  in  adopting  the 
so-called  modified  Ferguson  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS.  Is  not  the  situation 
something  like  this:  both  the  Ferguson 
amendment  and  the  Jensen  formula 
have  merit?  The  Jensen  formula  is  the 
more  nearly  painless  of  the  two.  Is  it 
not  a  fact  that  the  Ferguson  amendment 
has  two  weaknesses.  First,  that  the 
agencies  of  Government  may  postpone 
the  cuts  until  the  end  of  the  year,  be¬ 
cause  they  do  not  like  to  lose  actual 
working  employees,  and  then  come  up 
and,  under  pressure  of  necessity,  ask  for 
supplementary  appropriations;  and,  sec¬ 
ond,  if  the  agencies  make  the  cuts  now, 
as  you  would  like  to  force  them  to  do, 
will  they  not  make  those  cuts  in  the 
most  sensitive  places  they  can  possibly 
make  them,  so  that  there  will  be  pres¬ 
sure  exercised  constantly  on  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  reduce  or  prevent  the  cuts? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  No,  I  do  not  believe 
that  is  so.  I  have  talked  with  the  budget 
officers  of  both  departments,  and  they 
have  already  given  out  notices  of  re- 
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duction  in  personnel  right  down  the  line. 
They  have  no  idea,  as  far  as  I  know,  of 
coming  back  here  for  any  supplemental 
appropriations  at  all.  They  are  giving 
out  these  notices  now  for  a  reduction  of 
force.  The  Ferguson  amendment  is  not 
only  a  10  percent  reduction  in  some 
cases,  but  it  amounts  to  a  12  or  13  percent 
reduction  in  persohnel,  because  all  of 
the  notices  they  have  to  give  now  they 
have  to  reduce  so  many  more  in  order  to 
have  the  necessary  money  to  pay  their 
terminal  annual  leave.  In  some  cases  it 
amounts  to  a  13  or  14  percent  reduction. 
That  is  directed  to  personnel.  In  the 
Jensen  amendment  no  mention  is  made 
about  operating  expenses  of  the  particu¬ 
lar  agency  at  all.  The  Ferguson  amend¬ 
ment  cuts  down  only  salaries  and  the 
Jensen  amendment  made  no  provision 
at  all  to  cut  down  expenses  other  than 
salaries  that  go  with  an  agency.  So 
what  is  the  use  of  cutting  down  person¬ 
nel  and  still  allow  them  the  same  amount 
for  printing  and  binding,  travel,  and  all 
these  other  items?  In  the  conference 
committee  we  have  dealt  with  that,  and 
we  are  recapturing  this  amount,  per¬ 
centagewise,  that  would  not  have  been 
recaptured  under  your  amendment  or 
the  Ferguson  amendment. 

I  think  we  have  gone  that  much 
further  than  your  amendment  or  the 
Ferguson  amendment. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  The  gentleman  will 
agree,  will  he  not,  that  the  personnel 
in  the  Labor  and  Federal  Security  de¬ 
partment  amounted  in  1950  to  43,900  em¬ 
ployees;  in  1951  they  had  46,800;  and  in 
this  bill  they  requested  for  1952  48,600 
employees.  Of  course,  if  you  only  make 
these  small,  token  cuts  you  will  still  have 
possibly  a  thousand  more  people  than 
you  have  now. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  No;  that  statement 
is  not  correct.  In  the  Bureau  of  Old- 
Age  and  Survivors  Insurance - 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Now,  just  a  moment. 
This  is  according  to  the  facts  and  fig¬ 
ures  in  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  request. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  statement  you 
just  made  is  not  correct.  You  said  these 
token  cuts  that  we  made  are  only  going 
to  get  rid  of  a  few  personnel.  That  is 
not  a  true  statement.  In  the  Bureau  of 
Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance,  they 
are  being  cut,  under  the  Ferguson 
amendment,  about  500.  I  do  not  believe 
they  could  stand  that  cut.  We  finally 
allowed  them  the  House  figure,  which  is 
still  $2,000,000  below  the  budget  request, 
and  much  of  their  appropriation  is  for 
salaries,  so  there  is  going  to  have  to  be 
a  cut  in  personnel. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  But  the  gentleman  will 
admit  that  the  General  Accounting 
Office  has  reduced  its  personnel  over  50 
percent  during  the  past  5  years  and  yet 
they  have  taken  on  even  more  duties, 
but  the  morale  of  the  organization  is 
higher  than  it  has  ever  been  and  they 
are  doing  a  good  job. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  admit  they  are  do¬ 
ing  a  good  job. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  And  Lindsay  Warren 
accomplished  that  job  by  abolishing 


branches  and  by  not  -filling  vacancies. 
Now,  if  Lindsay  Warren  can  do  it — al¬ 
though  I  must  say  that  he  is  one  of  the 
most  able  administrators  we  have  in 
Washington — certainly  there  are  other 
administrators  or  heads  of  departments 
who  can  do  the  same  thing.  Any  man 
who  can  take  three  from  four  can  cer¬ 
tainly  do  it  under  the  Jensen  amend¬ 
ment,  but,  of  course,  there  may  be  some 
in  the  department  who  cannot  take  three 
from  four  and  find  that  it  leaves  one. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  admit  that  the 
General  Accounting  Office  is  an  effective 
organization,  but  I  do  not  agree  with  the 
claims  the  gentleman  makes  for  it.  Not¬ 
withstanding  the  fact  that  personnel  in 
the  General  Accounting  Office  was  cut 
50  percent  that  does  not  mean  that  other 
personnel  was  not  added  in  other  agen¬ 
cies  to  take  care  of  work  the  General 
Accounting  Office  threw  back  on  them. 
So  in  the  long  run  it  is  not  a  net  reduc¬ 
tion  of  personnel  in  the  Government  but 
only  in  that  one  office;  other  personnel 
had  to  be  employed  in  other  agencies 
to  take  up  the  load  dropped  by  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Accounting  Office. 

I  tried  to  make  a  case  on  that  yester¬ 
day  before  the  conferees.  When  we  re¬ 
organized  the  Social  Security  office  in 
1947  under  you  Republicans— you  did 
It — I  took  the  floor  and  said  I  did  not 
agree  with  you,  that  I  did  not  think  it 
was  a  good  thing.  But  I  do  admit  that 
it  worked  out  and  that  a  good  job  was 
done.  In  Social  Security  they  cut  from 
300-some  jobs  down  to  60,  but  they  had 
to  distribute  that  work  to  other  bureaus. 
Although  there  was  a  big  reduction  and 
a  big  savings,  they  did  not  reduce  it  by 
the  number  of  personnel  claimed.  The 
same  thing  applies  to  Lindsay  Warren’s 
General  Accounting  Office;  it  effected 
some  savings,  but  not  as  much  as  is 
claimed. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  has 
expired. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  conference  report. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman 
opposed  to  the  conference  report? 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  am. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman 
qualifies. 

The  Clerk  will  report  the  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Jensen  moves  to  recommit  the  report 
to  the  committee  of  conference  with  in¬ 
structions  to  further  insist  on  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  Senate  amendment  No.  128. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  223,  nays  170,  not  voting  39, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  109] 

YEAS— 223 

Aandahl  Allen,  Calif.  Andresen, 

Abbitt  Andersen,  August  H. 

Abernethy  H.  Carl  Andrews 

Adair  Anderson,  Calif.  Angell 


Arends 

Fulton 

Patten 

Armstrong 

Ga  things 

Patterson 

Auchincloss 

Gavin 

Phillips 

Ayres 

George 

Pickett 

Baker 

Golden 

Potter 

Bakewell 

Goodwin 

toulson 

Bates,  Mass. 

Graham 

Prouty 

Beall  . 

Gross 

Rad  wan 

Beamer 

Gwinn 

Rankin 

Belcher 

Hagen 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Bender 

Hale 

Reed,  Ill. 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Hall, 

Reed,  N.  Y. 

Berry 

Edwin  Arthur  Rees,  Kans. 

Betts 

Hall, 

Regan 

Bishop 

Leonard  W. 

Ribicoff 

Blackney 

Halleck 

Riehlman 

Boggs,  Del. 

Hand 

Rivers 

Bolton 

Harden 

Robeson 

Bow 

Harrison,  Va. 

Rogers,  Mass.* 

Bramblett 

Harrison,  Wyo. 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Bray 

Harvey 

Sadlak 

Brehm 

Hebert 

St.  George 

Brown,  Ohio 

Herlong 

Saylor 

Brownson 

Herter 

Schwabe 

Bryson 

Heselton 

Scott,  Hardie 

Budge 

Hess 

Scott, 

BuSett 

Hill 

Hugh  D„  Jr. 

Burdick 

Hinshaw 

Scrivner 

Burleson 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Scudder 

Burton 

Hoffman,  Mich.  Seely-Brown 

Busbey 

Holmes 

Shafer 

Bush 

Hope 

Sheehan 

Butler 

Horan 

Short 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Hull 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Canfield 

Hunter 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Carlyle 

James 

Sittler 

Case 

Jarman 

Smith,  Kans. 

Chenoweth 

Jenison 

Smith,  Va. 

Chiperfield 

Jenkins 

Smith,  Wis. 

Church 

Jensen 

Springer 

Clevenger 

Jonas 

Stanley 

Cole,  Kans. 

Jones, 

Stefan 

Cole,  N.  Y. 

Woodrow  W. 

Stockman 

Corbett 

Judd 

Taber 

Cotton 

Kean 

Talle 

Coudert 

Kearney 

Taylor 

Cox 

Kearns 

Tollefson 

Crawford 

Keating 

Towe 

Crumpacker 

Kersten,  Wis. 

Vail 

Cunningham 

Kilburn 

Van  Pelt 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Latham 

Van  Zandt 

Curtis,  Nebr. 

LeCompte 

Vaughn 

Dague 

Lucas 

Velde 

Davis,  Ga. 

McConnell 

Vorys 

Davis,  Wis. 

McCulloch 

Vursell 

Dempsey 

McDonough 

Watts 

Denny 

McGregor 

Weichel 

Devereux 

McMillan 

Wharton 

D ’Ewart 

McVey 

Wheeler 

Dondero 

Mack,  Wash. 

Widnall 

Donovan 

Martin,  Mass. 

Wigglesworth 

Dorn 

Meader 

Williams,  Miss. 

Doughton 

Merrow 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Eaton 

Miller,  Md. 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Ellsworth 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Wilson,  Tex. 

Elston 

Morano 

Winstead 

Fallon 

Morton 

Withrow 

Fellows 

Mumma 

Wolcott 

Fenton 

Murray,  Tenn. 

Wolverton 

Fisher 

Nicholson 

Wood,  Ga. 

Ford 

Norblad 

Wood,  Idaho 

Forrester 

O’Hara 

Fugate 

Ostertag 

NAYS— 170 

Addonizio 

Cooley 

Hardy 

Albert 

Cooper 

Harris 

Anfuso 

Crosser 

Hart 

Aspinall 

Dawson 

Havenner 

Bailey 

Deane 

Hays,  Ark. 

Barden 

DeGraffenried 

Hays,  Ohio 

Baring 

Delaney 

Hedrick 

Barrett 

Denton 

Heffernan 

Bates,  Ky. 

Dollinger 

Heller 

Battle 

Donohue 

Holifield 

Beckworth 

Doyle 

Howell 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Eberharter 

Irving 

Bentsen 

Elliott 

Jackson,  Wash. 

Blatnik 

Evins 

Javits 

Boggs,  La. 

Feighan 

Jones,  Ala. 

Bolling 

Fine 

Jones,  Mo. 

Bonner 

Flood 

Jones, 

Boson© 

Fogarty 

Hamilton  C. 

Brooks 

Forand 

Karsten,  Mo. 

Brown,  Ga. 

Frazier 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 

Buckley 

Furcolo 

Kennedy 

Burnside 

Garmatz 

Kilday 

Byrne,  N.  Y. 

Gary  - 

King 

Camp 

Gordon 

Kirwan 

Cannon 

Gore 

Klein 

Carnahan 

Granahan 

Kluczynskl 

Celler 

Granger 

Lane 

Chelf 

Grant 

Lanham 

Chudoff 

Green 

Lantaff 

Combs 

Greenwood 

Larcade 
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Leslnskl 

O'Brien,  Mich. 

Sasscer 

Lind 

O’Neill 

Secrest 

Lyle 

Passman 

Shelley 

McCarthy 

Fatman 

Siemlnski 

McCormack 

Perkins 

Sikes 

McGrath 

Philbin  ’ 

Smith,  Miss. 

McGuire 

Poage 

Spence 

McKinnon 

Polk 

Staggers 

McMullen 

Preston 

Steed 

Machrowicz 

Price 

Stigler 

Mack,  Ill. 

Priest 

Sutton 

Magee 

Quinn 

Tackett 

Mahon 

Rabaut 

Teague 

Mansfield 

Rains 

Thomas 

Marshall 

Ramsay 

Thompson,  TeX, 

Miller,  Calif. 

Reams  . 

Thornberry 

Mills 

Redden 

Trimble 

Mitchell 

Rhodes 

Vinson 

Morgan 

Richards 

Walter 

Morris 

Riley 

Welch 

Morrison 

Roberts 

Whitten 

Moulder 

Rodino 

Wickersham 

Multer 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Wier 

Murdock 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Willis 

Murphy 

Rooney 

Yates 

Norrell 

Roosevelt 

Yorty 

O'Brien,  Ill. 

Sabath 

Zablocki 

NOT  VOTING— 

-39 

Allen,  Ill. 

Gillette 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

Allen,  La. 

Gossett 

Murray,  Wis. 

Boykin 

Gregory 

Nelson 

Breen 

Hillings 

O’Konski 

Chatham 

Hoeven 

O’Toole 

Clemente 

Jackson,  Calif. 

Powell 

Colmer 

Johnson 

Sheppard 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Kelley,  Pa. 

Thompson, 

Dingell 

Keogh 

Mich. 

Dolliver 

Kerr 

Werdel 

Durham 

Lovre 

Whitaker 

Engle 

Madden 

Woodruff 

Fernandez 

Martin,  Iowa 

Gamble 

Mason 

So  the  motion  to  recommit  was  agreed 
to. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote : 

Mr.  Allen  of  Illinois  for,  with  Mr.  Gregory 
against. 

Mr.  Gillette  for,  with  Mr.  Dingell  against, 

Mr.  Woodruff  for,  with  Mr.  Durham  against, 

Mr.  Boykin  for,  with  Mr.  Whitaker  against. 

Mr.  Hoeven  for,  with  Mr.  Madden  against. 

Mr.  Mason  for,  with  Mr.  Keogh  against. 

Mr.  Hillings  for,  with  Mr.  Kelley  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania  against. 

Mr.  Davis  of  Tennessee  for,  with  Mr. 
O'Toole  against. 

Mr.  Gossett  for,  with  Mr.  Sheppard  against, 

Mr.  Dolliver  for,  with  Mr.  Chatham  against. 

Mr.  Martin  of  Iowa  for,  with  Mr.  Clemente 
against. 

Mi-.  Colmer  for,  with  Mr.  Powell  against, 

Mr.  Fernandez  for,  with  Mr.  Engle  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Allen  of  Louisiana  with  Miss  Thomp¬ 
son  of  Michigan. 

Mr.  Breen  with  Mr.  Miller  of  New  York. 

Mr.  Kerr  with  Mr.  Lovre. 

Mr.  Deane  changed  his  vote  from  “yea” 
to  “nay.” 

Mr.  Sittler  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

Mr.  RANKIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  RANKIN.  Is  it  not  in  order  to 
move  to  adopt  the  conference  report 
with  instructions? 

The  SPEAKER.  It  has  been  recom¬ 
mitted  to  the  committee  of  conference. 

Mr.  RANKIN.  I  understood  it  was  re¬ 
committed  with  instructions  to  accept 
this  amendment. 


The  SPEAKER.  It  has  to  go  back  to 
conference  before  the  House  has  any  fur¬ 
ther  opportunity  to  act. 

(Mr.  FOGARTY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  the  re¬ 
marks  he  made  on  the  conference  re¬ 
port.  ) 

GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND  REMARKS 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  three  legislative  days  in  which 
to  extend  their  remarks  on  the  bill  just 
under  consideration. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

\  AMENDMENTS  TO  DEFENSE  PRODUCTION 
\  ACT  OF  1950 

'NMr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
ComQiittee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  3871)  to 
amend  the  Defense  Production  Act  of 
1950,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  3871,  with 
Mr.  Mills  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  desires 
to  state  that  when  the  Committee  rose 
on  yesterday  the  Committee  was  consid¬ 
ering  section  103,  ending  on  line  2,  page 
14  of  the  bill.  If  there  are  no  further 
amendments  at  this  point,  the  Clerk  will 
read. 

Mr.  REED  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  offer  an  amendment,  which  I 'send  to 
the  Clerk’s  desk. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Reed  of  Illi¬ 
nois:  Page  11,  line  16,  after  the  word  “cor¬ 
poration”,  insert  the  following  proviso:. 
“Provided,,  however,  That  prior  to  the  dis¬ 
posal  to  private  interests  of  any  plant  or 
plants  or  other  property  which  cost  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  $1,000,000,  or  more,  or  of  any  pat¬ 
ents,  processes,  techniques,  or  inventions  ir¬ 
respective  of  cost,  the  corporation  shall  ob¬ 
tain  from  the  Attorney  General  an  opinion 
as  to  whether  such  disposal  will  result  in  a 
violation  of  the  antitrust  laws.” 

(Mr.  REED  of  Illinois  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
at  this  point.) 

Mr.  REED  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  amendment  which  I  offer  is  not  sub¬ 
stantive  but  rather  qualifying,  correc¬ 
tive,  and  preventive. 

The  legislation  before  us  is  a  compre¬ 
hensive  amendment  or  series  of  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  Defense  Production  Act  of 
1950  and,  of  course,  contains  much  new 
matter  that  the  committee  deemed  ad¬ 
visable  and  the  elimination  of  portions 
of  existing  law  that  may  have  become 
obsolete  or  in  the  opinion  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  undesirable  or  unnecessary. 

As  may  be  expected  in  a  task  as  in¬ 
tricate  as  that  which  faced  the  commit¬ 
tee  there  are  omissions  that  were  prob¬ 
ably  unnoticed  but  that  can  be  restored 
at  this  time.  Let  me  call  your  attention 
to  one. 


In  section  103  (d),  on  page  11,  begin/ 
ning  with  line  5,  a  new  subsection  is  set 
up.  It  provides  that  any  corporatibn 
created  under  this  section  shall  have 
the  power  to  sue  and  be  sued,  apd  so 
forth,  and,  on  line  5  “acquire,  hold,  and 
dispose  of  property.” 

During  the  last  war  the  act  enabling 
the  Defense  Plant  Corporation  to  ac¬ 
quire  and  to  hold  property  did  not  in¬ 
clude  the  power  to  dispose  of  it.  That 
power  was  not  given  to  the  Agency  until 
the  enactment  of  the  Surplus  Property 
Act  of  1944. 

In  that  act,  the  Congress  provided 
that  the  Attorney  General  should  be 
consulted  before  large  defense  plants  or 
patent  rights  were  disposed  of  to  private 
persons.  The  present  bill  contains  no 
such  provision  for  consultation  with  the 
Attorney  General. 

It  seems  highly  desirable  for  the  dis¬ 
posal  agencies  to  obtain  the  opinion  of 
the  Attorney  General  before  disposing 
of  any  larg£  plants  for  two  reasons. 
First  of  all,  the  Government  should  not 
dispose  of  its  war  plants  without  con¬ 
sidering  the  impact  of  such  property 
disposal  on  small  business  and  its  pos¬ 
sible  tendency  to  encourage  the  growth 
of  monopoly  power.  In  the  second  place, 
since  the  market  for  defence  plants  may 
in  large  part  be  made  up  of  large  cor¬ 
porations,  it  is  important  for  such  po¬ 
tential  buyers  to  have  the  benefit  of  the 
opinion  of  the  Attorney  General  before 
purchasing  surplus  war  property  and, 
as  a  result,  possibly  finding  themselves 
subject  to  the  charge  that  they  have 
become  monopolies  in  violation  of  the 
Sherman  Act. 

Without  the  amendment  which  I  am 
offering,  and  without  further  detailed 
legislation,  there  is  a  danger  that  the 
disposal  of  war  plants  might  create  se¬ 
rious  antitrust  problems.  Undue  dislo¬ 
cations  of  the  domestic  economy  must 
be  avoided.  An  opportunity  for  full  and 
equitable  distribution  of  such  facilities 
must  be  assured. 

I  might  add  that  the  definition  of 
property  to  which  this  amendment  ap¬ 
plies,  namely,  to  plants  which  cost  the 
Government  over  $1,000,000  and  to  pat¬ 
ented  processes  irrespective  of  cost — is 
taken  verbatim  from  section  20  of  the 
Surplus  Property  Act  of  1944. 

For  2V2  years,  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary  has  had  a  special  subcommit¬ 
tee  on  the  study  of  mohopoly  power. 
At  the  present  time  this  subcommittee 
is  composed  of  11  members — 6  on  the 
majority  side  and  5  on  the  minority  side. 
The  attention  of  our  subcommittee  wa^ 
called  to  the  addition  of  the  words  “dis¬ 
pose  of”  in  line  9  of  page  11  of  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill  and  of  the  omission  of  the  re¬ 
quirement  that  the  Attorney  General 
should  render  an  opinion  as  to  whether 
such  disposal  will  result  in  a  violation 
of  the  antitrust  laws. 

Recognizing,  of  course,  that  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  legislation  now  before  us  is 
vested  in  the  Committee  on  Banking  and 
Currency  we,  nevertheless,  informally 
considered  the  situation  created  by  an 
inadvertent  omission  of  what  we  con¬ 
sider  an  important  proviso. 
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><rhe  pending  amendment  will  restore 
it.  Nrt  is  offered  by  me,  individually  and 
on  my  own  responsibility  and  it  has 
the  approval  of  all  ten  of  my  colleagues 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  the  Study  of 
MonopolyNfower. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will-  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  REED  ct  Illinois.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  fromNKentucky. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Nr-  Chairman,  I  see  no 
objection  to  the  amendment,  and,  as  far 
as  I  am  personally  concerned,  I  am  will¬ 
ing  to  accept  it. 

Mr.  WOLCOTT.  Mr. 'Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  REED  of  Illinois.  ISyield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  WOLCOTT.  I  might  affirm  what 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  i^as  just 
said.  I  think  the  amendment  should  be 
adopted. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is\on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Reed]  . 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BUFFETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Buffett:  Page 
8,  line  25,  strike  out  all  of  subsection  (e). 

Mr.  BUFFETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish 
to  suggest  that  the  Members  look  at  the 
subsection  beginning  at  the  bottom  of 
page  8,  which  I  propose  to  strike  out, 
starting  with  line  25.  I  want  to  read  it 
to  you  so  that  you  can  see  exactly  what 
the  provision  in  the  bill  will  do : 

Whenever  in  his  judgment — 

That  is,  the  President’s  judgment — 
it  will  aid  the  national  defense,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  is  authorized  (1)  to  acquire  by  pur¬ 
chase,  donation,  condemnation,  or  other 
means  of  transfer  any  real  property,  includ¬ 
ing  facilities,  or  other  interests  therein,  and 
to  erect  and  construct  plants,  factories,  and 
other  industrial  facilities  for  the  purposes  of 
manufacturing,  producing,  and  processing 
materials  necessary  to  the  national  defense 
and  to  engage  in  the  marketing,  transpor¬ 
tation,  and  storage  of  such  materials. 

The  balance  of  that  section  is  pretty 
largely  in  the  law  already,  and  my  mo¬ 
tion  contemplates  that  existing  provi¬ 
sions  should  continue  unchanged. 

But  I  respectfully  suggest  to  you  that 
the  language  proposed  in  this  subjection 
would  give  the  President  many  new 
powers,  including  full  power  to  national¬ 
ize  almost  any  industry  in  the  country, 
if  he  so  desired. 

The  way  the  bill  reads,  he  could  take 
over  the  oil  industry  from  the  refinery 
down  to  the  corner  filling  station,  be¬ 
cause  it  gives  him  the  power  to  engage 
in  that  industry,  to  take  it  over,  to  build 
refining  plants,  to  build  and  operate  fill¬ 
ing  stations.  He  could  engage  in  trans¬ 
portation;  he  could  go  into  practically 
any  kind  of  business  in  this  country,  if 
he  decided  it  was  in  the  interest  of 
national  defense. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BUFFETT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Under  that  authority, 
the  President  could  build  storage  facili¬ 


ties  to  take  care  of  the  biggest  wheat 
crop  we  ever  had.  Has  the  gentleman 
thought  of  that? 

Mr.  BUFFETT.  The  Government  is 
already  doing  that  and  has  the  power 
to  do  it. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  He  could 
take  over  all  the  hospitals  of  the  country 
and  force  socialized  medicine  upon  the 
people  of  this  counti’y;  because  if  he 
controls  the  physical  properties  he  con¬ 
trols  the  medical  profession.  It  would 
mean  socialized  medicine. 

Mr.  BUFFETT.  Under  this  language 
he  could  take  over  the  packing  houses 
of  the  country,  plus  the  meat  markets; 
and  he  could  operate  a  fleet  of  trucks  to 
take  meat  from  the  packing  houses  to 
the  markets.  In  other  words  he  could 
nationalize  whole  segments  of  industry. 
That  is  what  this  section  of  the  bill 
would  permit  the  President  to  do  when 
he  and  he  alone  decided  in  the  interest 
of  national  defense  that  he  wanted  to  do 
it. 

The  Joint  Committee  on  the  Economic 
Report  took  up  this  subject  some  time 
ago  and  here  is  what  they  said : 

While  such  might  be  necessary  in  an  all- 
out  tirar  effort  it  handicaps  our  long  .fun 
chances.  to  maintain  a  maximum  of  free 
private  enterprise  and  reduces  our  Reliance 
upon  the'1  creative  impetus  of  pri/ate  ini¬ 
tiative.  Wflk  recommend  against /this  pro¬ 
posal  except\in  limited  fields  where  it  is 
clearly  demonstrated  to  be  necessary. 

The  President  already  has  various 
powers  to  build  Government  defense 
plants  and  to  do  'almost  anything  he 
wants  for  national  defense.  This  would 
give  him  extreme  power. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr;  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman meld? 

Mr.  BUFFETT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  As  I  understand  this 
is  a  very  definite  enlargement  of  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  existing  law;  is  that' 'correct? 

Mr.'pUFFETT.  I  would  say  that  it  is 
an  extreme  enlargement  of  existing-Jaw. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  The  gentleman  is  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Banking 
and  Currency.  What  if  any  showing 
was  made  of  any  necessity  for  such 
power  as  this? 

Mr.  BUFFETT.  To  the  best  of  my  rec¬ 
ollection  there  was  no  substantial  show¬ 
ing;  it  was  not  particularly  discussed  in 
committee  except  by  some  opposition 
witnesses  who  pointed  out  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  the  extreme  grant  of  power  that 
this  provision  represented. 

I  believe  this  House  ought  to  think 
twice  before  it  adopts  a  clause  that  on 
its  face  would  allow  the  President  to 
take  over  a  great  part  of  the  industrial 
plant  of  these  United  States.  We  hope 
he  is  not  going  to  do  it,  but  I  think  when 
you  give  the  President  large  powers  you 
want  to  spell  them  out  unless  you  want 
to  accept  the  consequences  of  unlimited 
power  as  created  in  the  clause  that  we 
are  now  discussing. 

This  subsection  has  no  restrictions. 
He  can  take  over  any  real  property,  any 
facilities,  he  could  market  commodities, 
he  could  take  over  transportation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Nebraska  has  expired. 


Mr.  VURSELL,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman-" 
may  proceed  for  one  additional  minute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  „  from 
Illinois?  / 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  VURSELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield?  / 

Mr.  BUFFETT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  VURSELL,  As/I  recall  it,  we 
passed  legislation  preventing  the  taking 
over  of  hotels  and, 'Various  other  busi¬ 
nesses  in  this  country  unless  it  was 
cleared  by  a  certain  committee,  we  .will 
say  the  Armdd  Services  Committee. 
Would  this  npt  empower  the  President  to 
take  over  any  hotel,  any  place  he  wanted 
to,  under  ;the  guise  that  it  is  necessary  to 
the  national  defense,  and  if  he  can  would 
he  not,  be  running  contrary  to  a  question 
settled  by  this  House  in  the  negative  on 
a  vote  recently  taken? 

/VIr.  BUFFETT.  Whether  he  could 
take  over  hotels  under  this  specific  pro¬ 
vision,  I  cannot  advise  the  gentleman, 
but  I  would  say  to  him  it  would  cer¬ 
tainly  permit  the  President  to  take  over 
any  manufacturing  enterprise  that 
might  be  identified  with  the  national 
defense  effort,  and;  he  could  take  over 
marketing  industries,  if  he  decided  they 
were  identified  with  the  national  defense. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Nebraska  has  expired. 

Mr.  MULTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
may  proceed  for  one  additional  minute. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  MULTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BUFFETT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  MULTER.  In  all  the  three 
volumes  of  testimony,  can  the  gentleman 
point  to  a  single  bit  of  evidence  or  testi¬ 
mony  against  this  provision,  having  in 
mind  that  it  was  in  the  original  bill  as 
,  introduced? 

Mr.  BUFFETT.  Yes. 

Mr.  MULTER.  Was  there  any  evi¬ 
dence  or  testimony  adduced  before  the 
committee  against  this  provision? 

Mr.  BUFFETT.  If  the  gentleman  will 
read  page  1428  of  the  testimony,  he  will 
find  at  the  bottom  of  that  page  where 
our  attention  was  specifically  called  to 
a  comment  by  the  Joint  Committee  on 
the  Economic  Report,  where  that  com¬ 
mittee  recommended  against  this  pro¬ 
posal  as  a  result  of  their  deliberations. 
I  should  mention  in  passing  that  the 
other  body  in  passing  this  bill  did  not 
see  fit  to  include  anything  approximat¬ 
ing  this  grant  of  power. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BUFFETT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  JONAS.  If  the  President  can 
exercise  all  of  these  power  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  enumerated  under  this  pro¬ 
vision,  it  would  lay  the  foundation, 
would  it  not,  for  dictatorship  in  this 
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August  16,  1951. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Fogarty,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 

following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R;  3709] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  3709) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Labor,  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency,  and  related  independent  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full 
and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend 
to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amendments  numbered  13,  20  23 
25,  26,  28,  43,  48,  49,  50,  52,  55,  58,  60,  64,  68,  70,  71,  73,  74,  76,  78’ 
79,  81,  82,  83,  84,  85,  87,  89,  92,  94,  97,  107,  108,  109,  110,  121,  and 
130. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendments 
of  the  Senate  numbered  1,  4,  5,  6,  12,  14,  15,  16,  17,  18,  21,  22,  31,  37, 
38,  39,  40,  41,  42,  44,  45,  46,  47,  51,  53,  54,  56,  57,  59,  62,  63,  65,  66, 
69,  72,  77,  86,  88,  90,  91,  93,  96,  99,  100,  101,  102,  103,  105,  106,  111, 
112,  114,  115,  116,  117,  118,  119,  120,  122,  123,  124,  125,  126,  127, 
and  133,  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  2: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  2,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $1,350,000-, 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  3: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  3,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 1,600,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  7 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  7,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 2,600,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same.  , 

Amendment  numbered  8: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  8,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amendment  insert  $ 2,188,680 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  9: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  9,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $5, 016, 919 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  10: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  10,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 

as  follows:  . 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 1,300,000 ; 

and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  11: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  11,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  as  follows:  _  . 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amendment  insert  $4,200,000] 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  19: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  19,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  as  follows:  _  . 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $1 ,072,825 ] 

and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  24: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  24,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 

follows:  •  o  nnr, 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amendment  insert  $6,859,200]  and 

the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  27: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  27,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  number  stricken  out  and  proposed  by  said  amendment 
insert  five\  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  29: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  29,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 5,300,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  30: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  30,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amendment  insert  $4,861 ,900; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  33: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  33,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $2, 475, 000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  34 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  34,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $19,123,261 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  35: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  35,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $18,948,261 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  36: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  36,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

Restore  the  matter  stricken  out  by  said  amendment  amended  to 
read  as  follows-  :  Provided  further ,  That  not  more  than  $900,000  oj  this 
■appropriation  shall  be  available  for  vocational  education  in  distributive 
occupations-,  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  61: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  61,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 182,500,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  67: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  67,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
follows  * 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $2, 900 ,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  75: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  75,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  as  follows:  . 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $10, dls,ytsrt 

and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  80: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  80,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  as  follows:  .  rnoOC, 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $l,oJo,bo 4; 

and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  95: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  95,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
£LS  follows  * 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amendment  insert  $626,671 ;  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  98 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  98,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows  * 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amendment  insert  $ 49,54-9,400 ;  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  104: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  104,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 

as  follows:  . 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $31 ,500,0UU: 

and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  113: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  113,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 

as  follows:  . 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $yU,UUU ; 


and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 


Amendment  numbered  128: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  128,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 

as  follows :  , 

Restore  the  matter  stricken  by  said  amendment,  amended  to  read 

as  follows:  ...  .  ,  . 

Sec.  703.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  or  authorization  contained  in 
this  Act  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  compensation  of  any  incumbent  ap- 
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■pointed  to  any  civil  office  or  position  which  may  become  vacant  during 
the  fiscal  year  beginning  on  July  1,  1951:  Provided,  That  this  inhibi¬ 
tion  shall  not  apply — 

(a)  to  not  to  exceed  25  per  centum  oj  all  vacancies; 

(b)  to  positions  filled  from  within  and  by  transfer  to  the  depart¬ 
ment  or  agency;  _  . 

(c)  to  offices  or  positions  required  by  law  to  be  filled  by  appoint¬ 
ment  oj  the  President  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate; 

(d)  to  Saint  Elizabeths  Hospital  and  Freedmen’s  Hospital ; 

(e)  to  the  Public  Health  Service; 

(f)  to  educational  institutions;  and 

(g)  to  personnel  engaged  in  law  enforcement: 

Provided  further,  That  when  the  total  number  of  personnel  subject  to  this 
section  has  been  reduced  to  90  per  centum  of  the  total  provided  for  in  the 
budget  estimates  for  1952,  this  section  may  cease  to  apply. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  129: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  129,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 

as  follows:  .  . 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert: 

Sec.  70 j.  Amounts  available  from  appropriations  and  other  funds  in 
this  Act ,  and  amounts  specified  therein  for  personal  services,  are  hereby 
reduced  in  the  sums  hereinafter  set  forth,  such  sums  ( except  trust  funds) 
to  be  carried  to  the  surplus  fund  and  covered  into  the  Treasury  immedi¬ 
ately  upon  the  approval  of  this  Act,  as  follows: 

Department  of  Labor 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Labor  Standards,  $31,835; 

BUREAU  OF  LABOR  STATISTICS 

Salaries  and  expenses,  $238,461 ; 

women’s  BUREAU 
Salaries  and  expenses,  $16,715; 

Federal  Security  Agency 

OFFICE  OF  EDUCATION 

Salaries  and  expenses,  $152,293; 

OFFICE  OF  THE  ADMINISTRATOR 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Division  of  Service  Operations: 
Appropriation,  $17,487; 

Transfer  from  Old-age  and  Survivors’  Insurance  lrust 
Fund,  $3,673; 
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Salaries,  Office  of  the  General  Counsel: 

Appropriation,  $21 ,850; 

Transfer  from  Old-age  and  Survivors’  Insurance  Trust  Fundy 
$21,197; 

National  Labor  Relations  Board 

Salaries  and  expenses,  $848,541; 

National  Mediation  Board 

Salaries  and  expenses,  $ 15,753 ; 

Arbitration  and  emergency  boards,  $6,000; 

NATIONAL  RAILROAD  ADJUSTMENT  BOARD 

Salaries  and  expenses,  $24,251; 

Railroad  Retirement  Board 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Railroad  Retirement  Board  ( trust  fund)r 
$211,096; 

Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service 

Salaries  and  expenses,  $ 135,087 ; 

Boards  of  inquiry,  $1,250. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

The  committee  of  conference  report  in  disagreement  amendments 
numbered  32,  131,  and  132. 

John  E.  Fogarty, 

John  J.  Rooney, 

Christopher  McGrath, 
Winfield  K.  Denton, 
Clarence  Cannon, 

Geo.  B.  Schwabe, 

Managers  on  the  part  of  the  House * 

Dennis  Chavez, 

Richard  B.  Russell, 

Lister  Hill, 

H.  M.  Kilgore, 

William  F.  Knowland, 
Edward  J.  Thye, 

Zales  N.  Ecton, 

Managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate . 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE  HOUSE 


[The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  further  conference  on 
the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  3709)  making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor,  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and  related  independent 
agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  submit  the  following  statement  in  explanation  of  the  effect 
of  the  action  agreed  upon  and  recommended  in  the  accompanying 
conference  report  as  to  each  of  such  amendments,  namely: 

Department  of  Labor 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

Amendment  No.  1— Salaries  and  expenses:  Authorizes  purchase  of 
one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replacement  only  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate,  instead  of  the  replacement  of  two  vehicles  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

Amendment  No.  2:  Appropriates  $1,350,000  for  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses,  Office  of  the  Secretary,  instead  of  $1,425,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House  and  $1,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  3 — Salaries  and  expenses,  Office  oj  the  Solicitor: 
Appropriates  $1,600,000,  instead  of  $1,650,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $1,575,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  4 — Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  oj  Labor  Stand¬ 
ards:  Inserts  the  Senate  provision  limiting  the  amount  to  be  avail¬ 
able  for  personal  services  to  not  more  than  $604,870. 

Amendments  Nos.  5  and  6 —Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  oj  Vet¬ 
erans'  Reemployment  Rights:  Appropriate  $265,758,  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate,  instead  of  $277,000  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  insert 
the  Senate  provision  limiting  the  amount  to  be  available  for  personal 
services  to  not  more  than  $213,603. 

BUREAU  OF  APPRENTICESHIP 

Amendments  Nos.  7  and  8 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriate 
$2,600,000,  instead  of  $2,692,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$2,578,682  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  of  which  not  more  than 
$2’ 188,680  shall  be  available  for  personal  services  instead  of  not  more 
than  $2,153,049  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY 

Amendments  Nos.  9,  10,  and  11 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriate 
$5,016,919,  instead  of  $5,245,959  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  and 
$4,635,500  as  proposed  by  the  House,  of  which  amount  $1,300,000 
shall  be  for  carrying  into  effect  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Service¬ 
men’s  Readjustment  Act  of  1944  instead  of  $1,513,765  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate  and  $743,500  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  of  which 
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total  appropriation  not  more  than  $4,200,000  shall  be  available  for 
personal  services  instead  of  $4,351,773  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendments  Nos.  12,  13,  and  14 — Grants  to  States:  Appropriate 
$164,560,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $165,560,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House,  of  which  $5,000,000,  as  proposed  by  the  Senate, 
is  for  the  contingency  reserve  fund  instead  of  $6,000,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House;  deletes  the  Senate  provision  limiting  the  amount 
available  for  personal  services. 

BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYEES’  COMPENSATION 

Amendments  Nos.  15  and  16 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriate 
$1,887,816  as  proposed  b}7  the  Senate  instead  of  $1,947,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House,  of  which  not  more  than  $1,61 8,499  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  personal  services  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

BUREAU  OF  LABOR  STATISTICS 

Amendments  Nos.  17  and  18 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriate 
$5,371,352  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $5,243,000  proposed  by 
the  House,  of  which  not  more  than  $4,530,755  shall  be  available  for 
personal  services  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  conferees  of  both 
Houses  agree  that  of  the  total  appropriation  available  to  the  Bureau 
in  1952,  $90,000  should  be  allotted  for  studies  of  foreign  labor  con¬ 
ditions,  such  amount  to  be  taken  from  the  amount  otherwise  available 
for  housing  and  public  construction  statistics. 

Amendments  Nos.  19  and  20 — Revision  of  consumers'  price  index: 
Appropriate  $1,072,825,  instead  of  $1,125,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  and  $1,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  delete  the 
Senate  provision  limiting  the  amount  to  be  available  for  personal 
services. 

women’s  bureau 

Amendments  Nos.  21  and  22 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriate 
$379,285  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $389,000  proposed  by  the 
House,  of  which  not  more  than  $317,581  shall  be  available  for  personal 
services  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

WAGE  AND  HOUR  DIVISION 

Amendments  Nos.  23  and  24:  Appropriate  $8,000,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  instead  of  $8,365,304  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  of 
which  not  more  than  $6,859,200  shall  be  available  for  personal  services 
instead  of  $7,119,227  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Federal  Security  Agency 

COLUMBIA  INSTITUTION  FOR  THE  DEAF 

Amendments  Nos.  25  and  2Q—Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriate 
$390,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $374,537  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate,  and  delete  the  Senate  provision  limiting  the  amount 
to  be  available  for  personal  services. 
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FOOD  AND  DRUG  ADMINISTRATION 

Amendments  Nos.  27  and  28 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Authorize  the 
purchase  of  not  to  exceed  five  passenger  motor  vehicles  instead  of 
seven  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  one  as  proposed  by  the  Senate, 
of  which  two  vehicles  shall  be  for  replacement  only  as  proposed  by 
the  House  instead  of  replacement  of  only  one  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendments  Nos.  29  and  30:  Appropriate  $5,300,000,  instead  of 
$5,345,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $5,172,975  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate,  of  which  not  more  than  $4,361,900  shall  be  available  for 
personal  services  instead  of  not  more  than  $4,218,475  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate. 

freedmen’s  hospital 

Amendment  No.  31 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriates  $2,631 ,500 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $2,906,500  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Amendment  No.  32:  Reported  in  disagreement. 

HOWARD  UNIVERSITY 

Amendment  No.  33 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriates  $2,- 
475,000,  instead  of  $2,525,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $2,415,084 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

OFFICE  OF  EDUCATION 

Amendments  Nos.  34,  35,  and  36 — Promotion  and  further  develop¬ 
ment  of  vocational  education:  Appropriate  $19,123,261,  instead  of 
$20,017,760  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  and  $18,223,261  as  proposed 
by  the  House,  of  which  $18,948,261  is  for  the  Vocational  Education 
Act  of  1946  instead  of  $19,847,760  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  and 
$18,048,261  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  amend  the  provision  in 
the  House  bill  so  as  to  provide  that  not  more  than  $900,000  of  the 
appropriation  shall  be  available  for  vocational  education  in  the 
distributive  occupations. 

Amendments  Nos.  37  and  38 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriate 
$3,397,706  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $3,253,000  as  proposed 
,  by  the  House,  of  which  not  more  than  $2,893,577  shall  be  available 
i  for  personal  services  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendments  Nos.  39  and  40 — Payments  to  school  districts:  Appro¬ 
priate  $40,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $28,000,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  insert  the  language  of  the  Senate 
making  the  appropriation  available  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  section  6  of  the  act  of  September  30,  1950  (Public  Law  874). 

Amendment  No.  41 — Grants  for  school  construction:  Strikes  out  the 
paragraph  of  the  House  bill  with  respect  to  this  appropriation  and 
inserts  the  Senate  paragraph  in  lieu  thereof.  The  appropriation 
amount  is  identical  to  the  House  bill.  The  language  agreed  upon 
permits  direct  provision  of  school  facilities,  as  authorized  by  sections 
203  and  204  of  the  basic  legislation,  in  addition  to  grants  to  local 
educational  agencies.  The  conference  agreement  drops  the  two  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  House  bill  relating  to  reimbursement  payments  under 
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section  205  of  the  basic  law  and  to  the  determination  of  relative 
urgency  of  need  for  school  facilities  for  purposes  of  prescribing  under 
section  206  the  order  in  which  the  Commissioner  of  Education  shall 
make  certifications  for  payments  from  the  appropriation. 

OFFICE  OF  VOCATIONAL  REHABILITATION 

Amendments  Nos.  42  and  43 — Payments  to  States:  Appropriate 
$21,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $20,475,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House,  and  delete  the  Senate  language  limiting  the 
amount  available  for  personal  services.  The  conferees  of  both  Houses 
agree  that  the  reduction  below  the  budget  estimate,  as  agreed  upon, 
should  not  be  applied  against  the  allotment  for  counseling,  guidance, 
and  placement  services. 

Amendments  Nos.  44  and  45 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriate 
$675,620  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $705,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House,  of  which  not  more  than  $558,220  shall  be  available  for 
personal  services  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

PUBLIC  HEALTH  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  46 — Venereal  diseases:  Authorizes  purchase  of  not 
to  exceed  7  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  not  to  exceed  15  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Amendments  Nos.  47  and  48:  Appropriate  $11,653,360  for  venereal 
diseases  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $11,700,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House,  and  deletes  the  Senate  language  limiting  the  amount 
to  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Amendments  Nos.  49  and  50 — Tuberculosis:  Appropriate  $8,745,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $8,887,351  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate,  and  delete  the  Senate  provision  limiting  the  amount  to  be 
available  for  personal  services. 

Amendment  No.  51 — Assistance  to  States,  general:  Authorizes  the 
purchase  of  not  to  exceed  5  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement 
only  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  not  to  exceed  10  as  proposed 
by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  52:  Deletes  the  Senate  language  limiting  the 
amount  to  be  available  for  personal  services  from  the  appropriation 
“Assistance  to  States,  General.” 

Amendment  No.  53 — Communicable  diseases:  Authorizes  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  not  to  exceed  10  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement 
only  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  not  to  exceed  20  as  proposed 
by  the  House. 

‘  Amendments  Nos.  54  and  55:  Appropriate  $5,915,747  for  communi¬ 
cable  diseases  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $6,090,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House,  and  delete  the  Senate  language  limiting  the 
amount  to  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Amendment  No.  56 — Engineering,  sanitation,  and  industrial  hygiene: 
Authorizes  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  4  passenger  motor  vehicles  for 
replacement  only  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  the  provision 
of  the  House  bill  authorizing  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  11  vehicles  of 
which  9  were  for  replacement  only. 
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Amendments  Nos.  57  and  58:  Appropriate  $3,648,158  for  “Engineer¬ 
ing,  sanitation,  and  industrial  hygiene”  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  $3,710,000  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  delete  the  Senate 
language  limiting  the  amount  to  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Amendments  Nos.  59  and  60 — Disease  and  sanitation  investigations 
and  control,  Territory  of  Alaska:  Appropriate  $1,211,129  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate  instead  of  $1,234,000  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and 
delete  the  Senate  language  limiting  the  amount  to  be  available  for 
personal  services. 

Amendment  No.  61- — Grants  for  hospital  construction:  Appropriates 
$182,500,000,  instead  of  $195,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  and 
$175,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  62 — Salaries  and  expenses,  hospital  construction 
services:  Authorizes  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  one  passenger  motor 
vehicle  for  replacement  only  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  not 
to  exceed  three  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendments  Nos.  63  and  64:  Appropriate  $1,166,465  for  salaries 
and  expenses,  hospital  construction  services,  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate,  instead  of  $1,195,000  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  delete 
the  Senate  language  limiting  the  amount  to  be  available  for  personal 
services. 

Amendment  No.  65 — Hospitals  and  medical  care:  Authorizes  pur¬ 
chase  of  not  to  exceed  9  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  not  to  exceed  15  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

Amendment  No.  66 — Foreign  quarantine  service:  Authorizes  pur¬ 
chase  of  not  to  exceed  5  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  instead  of  the  language  of  the  House  bill 
authorizing  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  12  vehicles  of  which  10  were 
for  replacement  only. 

Amendments  Nos.  67  and  68:  Appropriate  $2,900,000  for  the  For¬ 
eign  Quarantine  Service,  instead  of  $2,990,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $2,868,029  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  and  delete  the  Senate 
language  limiting  the  amount  to  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Amendment  No.  69 — National  Institutes  of  Health:  Authorizes 
purchase  of  not  to  exceed  three  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replace¬ 
ment  only  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  not  to  exceed  six  as 
proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendments  Nos.  70  and  71:  Appropriate  $15,500,000  for  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of 
$15,559,973  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  and  delete  the  Senate  language 
limiting  the  amount  to  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Amendment  No.  72 — National  Cancer  Institute:  Authorizes  pur¬ 
chase  of  not  to  exceed  two  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement 
only  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  not  to  exceed  four  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House. 

Amendments  Nos.  73  and  74:  Appropriate  $19,500,000  for  the 
National  Cancer  Institute  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of 
$19,805,171  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  and  delete  the  Senate  language 
limiting  the  amount  to  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Amendments  Nos.  75  and  76 — Mental  health  activities:  Appropriate 
$10,518,987,  instead  of  $10,737,974  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  and 
$10,300,000  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  delete  the  Senate  language 
limiting  the  amount  to  be  available  for  personal  services. 
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Amendment  No.  77— National  Heart  Institute:  Authorizes  purchase 
of  not  to  exceed  one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replacement  only  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  not  to  exceed  two  as  proposed  by 

the  House.  „  . 

Amendments  Nos.  78  and  79:  Appropriate  $10,000,000  for  the 
National  Heart  Institute  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of 
$10,072,982  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  and  delete  the  Senate  language 
limiting  the  amount  to  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Amendments  Nos.  80  and  81 —Dental  health  activities:  Appropriate 
$1,598,654,  instead  of  $1,697,308  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  and 
$1,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  delete  the  Senate  language 
limiting  the  amount  to  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Amendments  Nos.  82,  83,  84,  and  85  Construction  of  research 
facilities:  Appropriate  $10,400,000  for  continuation  of  construction  of 
a  combined  hospital  and  research  building  as  proposed  by  the  House 
instead  of  $9,445,000  as  proposed  bv  the  Senate;  strike  out  the  Senate 
language  transferring  $955,000  to  this  item  from  prior  funds  for  con¬ 
struction  of  additional  auxiliary  structures;  appropriate  $350,000  for 
payment  of  obligations  incurred  under  prior  authority  for  construction 
of  additional  auxiliary  structures  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead 
of  $250,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate;  and  strike  out  the  Senate 
language  authorizing  the  Surgeon  General  to  enter  into  arrangements 
for  the  construction  bv  private  industry  of  rental  quarters  for  employ¬ 
ees  of  the  National  Institutes  of  Health. 

Amendments  Nos.  86  and  87:  Appropriate  $6,635,540  for  purchase 
and  installation  of  additional  equipment,  supplies,  and  furnishings  for 
the  research  center  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $6,640,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  delete  the  Senate  language  limiting 
the  amount  to  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Amendments  Nos.  88  and  89 — Commissioned  officers,  pay  and  so 
forth:  Appropriate  $1,861,500  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of 
$1,790,000  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  delete  the  Senate  language 
limiting  the  amount  to  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Amendment  No.  90 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Authorizes  purchase  of 
not  to  exceed  one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replacement  only  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  not  to  exceed  two  as  proposed  by 

the  House.  ,  ,  . 

Amendments  Nos.  91  and  92:  Appropriate  $2,745,868  for  salaries 
and  expenses  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $2,850,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House,  and  delete  the  Senate  language  limiting  the 
amount  to  be  available  for  personal  services. 

SAINT  ELIZABETHS  HOSPITAL 

Amendment  No.  93 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Authorizes  purchase 
of  not  to  exceed  one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replacement  only  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  not  to  exceed  three  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

SOCIAL  SECURITY  ADMINISTRATION 

Amendments  Nos.  94  and  95 —Salaries  and  expenses ,  Bureau  of 
Federal  Credit  Unions:  Appropriate  $175,000  direct  appropriation  as 
proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $167,650  as  proposed  by  the  Senate, 
and  limit  the  total,  including  funds  to  be  derived  from  collection  of 
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fees,  to  be  available  for  personal  services  to  not  more  than  $626,671 
instead  of  not  more  than  $614,650  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  96 — -Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Old-Age  and 
Survivors  Insurance:  Authorizes  purchase  of  two  passenger  motor 
vehicles  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  four  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Amendments  Nos.  97  and  98:  Authorize  the  expenditure  of  not  more 
than  $58,000,000  from  the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  insurance 
trust  fund  for  salaries  and  expenses  of  the  Bureau,  as  proposed  by  the 
House,  instead  of  not  more  than  $57,437,980  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate,  of  which  not  more  than  $49,549,400  shall  be  available  for  per¬ 
sonal  services  instead  of  not  more  than  $48,697,378  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  99 — Grants  to  States  for  public  assistance:  Appro¬ 
priates  $1,150,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $1,250,- 
000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendments  Nos.  100  and  101 — Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of 
Public  Assistance:  Appropriate  $1,600,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  $1,463,400  as  proposed  by  the  House,  of  which  not  more 
than  $1,455,400  shall  be  available  for  personal  services  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate. 

Amendments  Nos.  102  and  103 — Salaries  and  expenses,  Children's 
Bureau:  Appropriate  $1,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead 
of  $1,450,000  as  proposed  by  the  House,  of  which  not  more  than 
$1,238,900  shall  be  available  for  personal  services  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendments  Nos.  104  and  105 — Grants  to  States  for  maternal  and 
child  welfare:  Appropriate  $31,500,000  instead  of  $33,000,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate  and  $30,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and 
delete  the  language  of  the  House  bill  providing  for  pro  rata  allotment 
of  the  appropriation  in  proportion  to  the  amounts  to  which  the  respec¬ 
tive  States  are  entitled  by  reason  of  section  331  of  the  1950  Amend¬ 
ments  to  the  Social  Security  Act. 

Amendments  Nos.  106  and  107 — Salaries  and  expenses,  Office  of  the 
Commissioner:  Appropriate  $200,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead 
of  $219,700  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  in  addition  authorize 
transfer  from  the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund 
of  not  to  exceed  $110,300  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  not  to 
exceed  $100,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  108 — Public  assistance  program:  Strikes  out  the 
provision  of  the  Senate  prohibiting  denial  of  allocation  of  Federal 
funds  to  any  State  which  has  by  legislative  enactment  provided  the 
conditions  under  which  public  access  may  be  had  to  the  records  of  the 
disbursements  of  grant-in-aid  funds  and  has  otherwise  complied  with 
the  governing  statutory  provisions. 

The  conferees  of  both  Houses  are  agreed  that  the  appropriate  legis¬ 
lative  committees  of  the  Congress  should  consider  the  subject  matter 
of  this  amendment. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  ADMINISTRATOR 

Amendments  Nos.  109  and  110 — Salaries,  Office  of  the  Adminis¬ 
trator:  Appropriate  $2,050,000  from  general  funds  as  proposed  by  the 
House  instead  of  $2,150,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  together  with 
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transfer  from  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  of  not  to 
exceed  $403,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $413,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  Ill — Salaries  and  expenses,  Division  of  Service 
Operations:  Inserts  the  Senate  provision  limiting  the  amount  to  be 
available  for  personal  services  to  not  more  than  $402,045. 

Amendment  No.  112 — Salaries,  Office  of  the  General  Counsel: 
Appropriates  $396,478  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $412,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  113 — Surplus  property  disposal:  Appropriates 
$90,000,  instead  of  $100,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $75,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

National  Labor  Relations  Board 

Amendments  Nos.  114  and  115 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appro¬ 
priate  $8,233,959  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $8,000,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House,  of  which  not  more  than  $6,622,284  shall 
be  available  for  personal  services  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

National  Mediation  Board 

Amendments  Nos.  116  and  117 — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appro¬ 
priate  $394,247  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $400,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House,  of  which  not  more  than  $299,307  shall  be 
available  for  personal  services  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendments  Nos.  118  and  119 — Arbitration  and  emergency  boards: 
Appropriate  $144,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $150,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House,  of  which  not  more  than  $114,000  shall  be 
available  for  personal  services  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  120 — Salaries  and  expenses,  National  Railroad 
Adjustment  Board:  Inserts  the  Senate  language  limiting  the  amount 
to  be  available  for  personal  services  to  not  more  than  $460,774. 

Railroad  Retirement  Board 

Amendment  No.  121 — Payment  to  railroad  retirement  account: 
Strikes  out  the  definite  annual  appropriation  inserted  by  the  Senate 
and  restores  the  annual  indefinite  appropriation  language  of  the 
House  bdl. 

In  recommending  the  annual  indefinite  form  of  appropriation,  the 
conferees  of  both  Houses  will  expect  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to 
withhold  from  the  retirement  fund  any  net  overappropriations  or  over¬ 
payments  made  to  the  fund  from  the  General  Treasury  through  June 
30,  1951. 

Amendments  Nos.  122  and  123 — Salaries  and  expenses  {from  trust 
funds):  Authorize  $5,056,904  to  be  derived  from  the  railroad  retire¬ 
ment  account  for  salaries  and  expenses  of  the  Board  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate  instead  of  $5,268,000  as  proposed  by  House,  of  which 
not  more  than  $4,010,820  shall  be  available  for  personal  service  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 
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Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service 
B 

Amendments  Nos.  124  and  125 —Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriate 
$3,047,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $2,949,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House,  of  which  not  more  than  $2,566,653  shall  be  available 
for  personal  services  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendments  Nos.  126  and  127 — Boards  oj  inquiry:  Appropriate 
$48,750  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $50,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House,  of  which  not  more  than  $23,750  shall  be  available  for 
personal  services  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

General  Provisions 

Amendment  No.  128 — Section  703:  Restores  the  provision  of  the 
House  bill  containing  restrictions  on  the  filling  of  personnel  vacancies 
that  may  occur  during  the  fiscal  year  1952  in  positions  for  which  funds 
are  provided  by  the  bill,  amended  to  change  the  list  of  exemptions  as 
agreed  upon  by  the  conferees,  and  to  provide  that  when  the  total 
number  of  personnel  subject  to  this  provision  has  been  reduced  to 
90  percent  of  the  total  number  provided  for  in  the  1952  budget  esti¬ 
mates,  the  restrictions  of  this  provision  may  cease  to  apply. 

The  conferees  of  both  Houses  are  agreed  that  the  savings  which 
accrue  from  the  operation  of  the  provisions  of  this  section  of  the  bill 
shall  not  be  diverted  to  or  expended  for  any  other  purpose  but  shall 
be  impounded  in  the  appropriations  and  other  funds  and  returned 
to  the  Treasury,  and  will  expect  the  agencies  concerned  to  proceed 
accordingly. 

Amendment  No.  129 — Further  reductions  in  appropriations  and 
authorizations:  Makes  reductions  in  various  appropriations  and 
authorizations  carried  in  the  act  as  set  out  in  detail  in  the  conference 
report  by  appropriation  title  and  amount.  The  Senate  amendment 
provided  that  each  appropriation  or  authorization  made  by  the  act 
for  any  purpose,  of  which  a  specified  portion  was  made  available  for 
personal  services,  and  each  amount  so  specified  for  personal  services, 
was  reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to  5  percent  of  the  amount  requested 
for  personal  services  for  such  purpose  in  the  budget  estimates.  I  he 
conferees  have  agreed  on  reductions  as  provided  in  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  in  a  number  of  instances.  In  most  of  such  instances  the  amounts 
of  the  reductions  are  listed  under  this  amendment  in  the  conference 
report.  In  a  few  other  instances,  the  amounts  which  would  have  been 
available  after  application  of  the  reductions  provided  by  the  Senate 
amendment  have  been  incorporated  in  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
to  the  individual  appropriation  paragraphs  involved. 

Amendment  No.  130:  Strikes  out  the  language  of  the  Senate  pro¬ 
viding  that  no  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  the  act  shall 
be  used  to  pay  the  compensation  of  any  civilian  employee  of  the 
Government  whose  duties  consist  of  acting  as  chauffeur  or  driver  of 
any  Government-owned  passenger  motor  vehicle  other  .than  a  bus 
or  ambulance. 

Amendment  No.  131 — Reduction  in  number  oj  passenger  cars: 
Reported  in  disagreement.  The  conferees,  of  both  Houses  have 
agreed  that  agencies  embraced  within  this  act  which  operate  passenger 
cars  at  the  seat  of  Government  during  fiscal  year  1952  shall  periodically 
submit  to  the  Committees  on  Appropriations  of  the  House  and  Senate 
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and  to  the  General  Accounting  Office  a  daily  trip  record  of  use  of  the 
cars  so  operated. 

Amendment  No.  132 — Employees  engaged  in  personnel  work:  Re¬ 
ported  in  disagreement.  The  motion  which  the  House  managers  will 
offer  on  this  amendment  will  provide  for  exemption  of  the  Public 
Health  Service,  during  1952,  from  the  personnel  ratio  limitation 
agreed  upon,  in  view  of  special  circumstances  existing  in  that  Service. 
It  will  be  expected,  however,  that  the  Service  and  the  Agency  will  on 
their  own  take  steps  to  improve  the  existing  ratio  before  the  1953 
budget  is  considered.  At  that  time,  the  committees  expect  to  fully 
examine  into  the  matter  as  regards  the  Service  with  view  to  deter¬ 
mining  the  proper  relationship  between  total  personnel  and  em¬ 
ployees  engaged  in  personnel  work. 

Amendment  No.  133:  Corrects  a  section  number. 

John  E.  Fogarty, 

John  J.  Rooney, 

Christopher  C.  McGrath, 
Winfield  K.  Denton, 
Clarence  Cannon, 

Geo.  B.  Sciiwabe, 

Managers  on  the  Part  oj  the  House. 

o 
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and  ten  million  gallons  of  alcohol.  The 
RFC)  uses  alcohol  in  the  manufacture  of 
synthetic  rubber.  We  indicated'  to  sleohol 
distillers  that  we  would  consider  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  alcohol  made  from  this  flood-dam¬ 
aged  grain  at  prices  not  over  70  cents  per 

gallon  delivered.  _ _ — »— *» 

At  a  70-cent.  price  for  alcohol,  the  dis- 
tfllSrs  should  be  able  to  pay  in  the  neighbor- 

No.  151 - 5 


hood  of  $1  per  bushel  for  the  water-soaked 
grain.  This  compares  with  distress  sales 
yhich  were  being  made  to  feeders  at  prices 
as’loW  as  l&  centsjjer  bushel. 

In  this  way  the  RFti  Is  obtaining  alcohol 


RECESS  TO  MONDAY 

Mr.  McFarland.  I  move  that  the 


Senate  stand  in  recess  until  12  o’clock 
noon  on  Monday  next. 
JJiKSKiSEafr  ,  Tta  motto  was  agreed  to;  and  (at  4 
at  the  same  time  giving  the  Kansas  and  O  clock  and  50  minutes  p.  m.)  the  Sen 
Missouri  grain  people  a  fair  price  for  water-  ate  took  a  recess  until  Monday,  AttgUSt 
soaked  grain.  20,  1951,  at  12  o’clock  meridian. 


V 


Tlie  House  met  at  11  o’clock  a.  m.  j J 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Bernard  Bras-  ] 
kamp,  D.  D„  offered  the  following  j 
prayer : 

Eternal  God,  our  Father,  as  we  go  : 
forth  daily  to  meet  our  tasks  and  re¬ 
sponsibilities  in  this  time  of  crisis  and 
confusion,  may  we  heed  Thy  divine  ex¬ 
hortation,  “Wait  on  the  Lord  and  be  of 
good  courage.” 

We  humbly  acknowledge  that  we  are 
frequently  tempted  to  lose  heart  and 
hope.  May  we  have  a  faith  that  will 
give  us  a  sense  of  serenity  and  security 
when  the  winds  are  contrary  and  the 
going  is  so  very  difficult. 

Help  us  to  feel  that  every  duty  is 
worthy  of  our  best  endeavor  and  that 
the  noblest  contribution  which  we  can 
make  to  life  is  to  have  some  part  in 
establishing  Thy  kingdom  of  righteous¬ 
ness  and  peace  upon  this  earth. 

May  we  yield  ourselves  to  the  leading 
of  Thy  spirit,  confident  that  where  Thou 
dost  guide  Thou  wilt  also  provide. 

To  Thy  name,  through  Christ,  our  j 
Saviour,  we  shall  ascribe  all  the  praise. 
Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes¬ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 

MESSAGE  PROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate,  by  Mr. 
Landers,  its  enrolling  clerk,  announced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed,  with  amend¬ 
ments  in  which  the  concurrence  of  the 
House  is  requested,  a  bill  of  the  House 
of  the  following  title: 

H.  R.  4386.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  civil  functions  administered  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Army  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  insists  upon  its  amendments  to 
the  foregoing  bill,  requests  a  conference 
with  the  House  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and  appoints 
Mr.  McKellar,  Mr.  Hayden,  Mr.  Russell, 
Mr.  Ellender,  Mr.  Holland,  Mr.  Young, 
Mr.  Cordon,  Mr.  Knowland,  and  Mr. 
Thye  to  be  the  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Vice  President  has  appointed  Mr.  John¬ 
ston  of  South  Carolina  and  Mr.  Langer 
members  of  the  joint  select  committee  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate,  as  provided  for  j 
in  the  act  of  August  5,  1939,  entitled  “An  ■ 
act  to  provide  for  the  disposition  of  cer-  i 
tain  records  of  the  United  States  Gov¬ 
ernment,”  for  the  disposition  of  execu-  I 
tiye  papers  referred  to  in  the  report  of  i 
the  Archivist  of  the  United  States  j 
numbered  52-4. 
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LABOR-FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIA¬ 
TION  BILL,  1952 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  House  may  have  until 
midnight  tonight  to  file  a  conference  re¬ 
port  on  the  Labor-Federal  Security  ap¬ 
propriation  bill,  H.  R.  3709. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  conference  report  and  statement 
are  as  follows : 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  887) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
3709)  making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor,  the  Federal  Security  Agency, 
and  related  independent  agencies,  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for  other 
purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and  free 
conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and 
do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as 
follows : 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend¬ 
ments  numbered  13,  20,  23,  25,  26,  28,  43,  48, 
49,  50,  52,  55,  58,  60,  64,  68,  70,  71,  73,  74,  76, 
78,  79,  81,  82,  83,  84,  85,  87,  89,  92,  94,  97,  107, 
108,  109,  110,  121,  and  130. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  1,  4,  5,  6,  12,  14,  15,  16,  17,  18,  21,  22, 
31,  37,  38,  39,  40,  41.  42,  44,  45,  46,  47,  51, 
53,  54,  56,  57,  59,  62,  63,  65,  66,  69,  72,  77, 
86,  88,  90,  91,  93,  96,  99,  100,  101,  102,  103,  105, 
106,  111,  112,  114,  115,  116,  117,  118,  119, 
120,  122,  123,  124,  125,  126,  127,  and  133. 

Amendment  numbered  2:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  2,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$1,350,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  3:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  3,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$1,600,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same.i 

Amendment  numbered  7;  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  7,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$2,600,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  8:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  8,  and  agree  to 
the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$2,188,680”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  9:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  9,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 


ment  insert  “$5,016,919";  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  10:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  10,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$1,300,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  11:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  11,  and  agjree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amendment 
insert  “$4,200,000”;  and  the  Senate  agree  to 
the  same.  » 

Amendment  numbered  19:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  19,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$1,072,825”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  24:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  «4,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$6,859,200”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  27:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  27,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  number  stricken  out  and  pro¬ 
posed  by  said  amendment,  insert  “five”;  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  29 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  29,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$5,300,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  30 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  30,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$4,361,900”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  33 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreemnt  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  33,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  $2,475,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  34 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  34,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$19,123,261”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  35 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  35,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
Jn  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$18,948,261”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  36 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  36,  and  agree 
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to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
Restore  the  matter  stricken  out  by  said 
amendment  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
“Provided  further,  That  not  more  than  $900,- 
C00  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  available 
for  vocational  education  in  distributive  oc¬ 
cupations”;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numbered  61:  That  the 
House  recede  from  Its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  61,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows :  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$182,500,000”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  67:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  67,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows :  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$2,900,000”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  75:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  75,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows :  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$10,518,987”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  80:  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  80,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$1,598,654”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  95:  That  the 

House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  95,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said 
amendment  insert  “$626,671”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  98:  That  the 

House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  98,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  named  in  said 
amendment  insert  “$49,549,400”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  104:  That  the 

House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  104,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows :  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$31,500,000”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  113:  That  the 

House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  113, 
and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by 
said  amendment'  insert  “$90,000”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  128:  That  the  - 

House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  123, 
and  agree  to  the  same  with  air  amendment, 
as  follows:  Restore  the  matter  stricken  by 
said  amendment,  amended  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

“Sec.  703.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  or 
authorization  contained  in  this  Act  shall  be 
used  to  pay  the  compensation  of  any  incum¬ 
bent  appointed  to  any  civil  office  or  position 
which  may  become  vacant  during  the  fiscal 
year  beginning  on  July  1,  1951:  Provided, 
That  this  inhibition  shall  not  apply — 

“4a)  to  not  to  exceed  25  per  centum  of 
all  vacancies: 

“(b)  to  positions  filled  from  within  and 
by  transfer  to  the  department  or  agency; 

“(c)  to  offices  or  positions  required  by  law 
to  be  filled  by  appointment  of  the  President 
by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate; 

“(d)  to  Saint  Elizabeths  Hospital  and 
Freedmen’s  Hospital: 

“(e)  to  the  Public  Health  Service; 

“(f)  to  educational  institutions;  and 


"(g)  to  personnel  engaged  in  law  enforce¬ 
ment  :  Provided  further.  That  when  the  total 
number  of  personnel  subject  to  this  section 
has  been  reduced' to  90  per  centum  of  the 
total  provided  for  in  the  budget  estimates 
for  1952,  this  section  may  cease  to  apply. 

Amendment  numbered  129 :  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  129, 
and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed 
by  said  amendment,  insert: 

“Sec.  704.  Amounts  available  from  appro¬ 
priations  and  other  funds  in  this  Act,  and 
amounts  specified  therein  for  personal  serv¬ 
ices,  are  hereby  reduced  in  the  sum  here¬ 
inafter  set  forth,  such  sums  (except  trust 
funds)  to  be  carried  to  the  surplus  fund  and 
covered  into  the  Treasury  immediately  upon 
the  approval  of  this  Act,  as  follows: 

“department  of  labor 
“Office  of  the  Secretary 
v  "Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Labor 
Standards,  $31,835; 

■  “ Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 

"Salaries  and  expenses,  $238,461; 

“Women’s  Bureau 
"Salaries  and  expenses,  $16,715; 

“FEDERAL  security  agency 
“Office  of  Education 
"Salaries  and  expenses,  $152,293; 

“Office  of  the  Administrator 
"Salaries  and  expenses,  Division  of  Serv¬ 
ice  Operations: 

“Appropriation,  $17,487; 

"Transfer  from  Old-Age  and  Survivors’  In¬ 
surance  Trust  Fund,  $3,673; 

“Salaries,  Office  of  the  General  Counsel: 
"Appropriation,  $21,350; 

"Transfer  from  Old-age  and  Survivors’  In¬ 
surance  Trust  Fund,  $21,197; 

“national  labor  relations  BOARD 
"Salaries  and  expenses,  $348,541; 

“NATIONAL  MEDIATION  BOARD 

"Salaries  and  expenses,  $15,753; 
"Arbitration  and  emergency  boards,  $6,000; 

National  Railroad  Adjustment  Board 
"Salaries  and  expenses,  $24,251; 

“RAILROAD  RETIREMENT'  BOARD 

"Salaries  and  expenses,  Railroad  Retire¬ 
ment  Board  (trust  fund),  $211,096; 

"FEDERAL  MEDIATION  AND  CONCILIATION  SERVICE 

"Salaries  and  expenses,  $135,087; 

"Boards  of  inquiry,  $1,250.” 

And  the  Senate  agree  to.  the  same. 

The  committee  of  conference  report  in  dis¬ 
agreement  amendments  numbered  32,  131, 
and  132. 

John  E.  Fogarty, 

John  J.  Rooney, 

Christopher  C.  McGrath, 
Winfield  K.  Denton, 

Clarence  Cannon, 

Geo.  B.  Schwabe, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Dennis  Chavez, 

Richard  B.  Russell, 

Lister  Hill, 

H.  M.  Kilgore, 

x  •  William  F.  Knowland, 

Edward  J.  Thye, 

Zales  N.  Ecton, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
at  the  further  conference  on  the  disagree¬ 
ing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  3709) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Department 
of  Labor,  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and 
related  independent  agencies,  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for  other 
purposes,  submit  the  following  statement 


In  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action 
agreed  upon  and  recommended  in  the  ac¬ 
companying  conference  report  as  to  each  of 
such  amendments,  namely: 

department  of  laeor 
Office  of  the  Secretary 
Amendment  No.  1 — Salaries  and  expenses: 
Authorizes  purchase  of  one  passenger  motor 
vehi.cle  for  replacement  only  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate,  instead  of  the  replacement  of 
two  vehicles  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  2:  Appropriates  $1,350,000 
for  salaries  and  expenses,  Office  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  instead  of  $1,425,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House  and  $1,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  3 — Salaries  and  expenses, 
Office  of  the  Solicitor:  Appropriates  $1,600,- 
000,  instead  of  $1,650,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $1,575,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  4 — Salaries  and  expenses, 
Bureau  of  Labor  Standards :  Inserts  the  Sen¬ 
ate  provision  limiting  the  amount  to  be 
available  for  personal  services  to  not  more 
than  $604,870. 

Amendments  Nos.  5  and  6 — Salaries  and 
expenses,  Bureau  of  Veterans’  Reemploy¬ 
ment  Rights:  Appropriate  $265,758,  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate,  instead  of  $277,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House,  and  insert  the 
Senate  provision  limiting  the  amount  to  be 
available  for  personal  services  to  not  more 
than  $213,603. 

Bureau  of  Apprenticeship 
Amendments  Nos.  7  and  8— Salaries  and 
expenses:  Appropriate  $2,600,000,  instead  of 
$2,692,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$2,578,682  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  of  which 
not  more  than  $2,188,680  shall  be  available 
for  personal  services  instead  of  not  more  than 
$2,153,049  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Bureau  of  Employment  Security 
Amendments  Nos.  9,  10,  and  11 — Salaries 
and  expenses:  Appropriate  $5,016,919,  instead 
cf  $5,245,959  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  and 
$4,635,500  as  proposed  by  the  House,  of  which 
amount  $1,300,000  shall  be  for  carrying  into 
effect  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Serv¬ 
icemen’s  Readjustment  Act  of  1944  instead 
of  $1,513,765  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  and 
$743,500  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  of 
which  total  appropriation  not  more  than 
$4,200,000  shall  be  available  for  personal 
services  instead  of  $4,351,773  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendments  Nos.  12, 13,  and  14 — Grants  to 
States:  Appropriate  $164,560,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate  instead  of  $165,560,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House,  of  which  $5,000,000,  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate,  is  for  the  contin¬ 
gency  reserve  fund  instead  of  $6,000,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House;  deletes  the  Senate 
provision  limiting  the  amount  available  for 
personal  services. 

Bureau  of  Employees’  Compensation 
Amendments  Nos  15.  and  16 — Salaries  and 
expenses:  Appropriate  $1,887,816  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate  instead  of  $1,947,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House,  of  which  not  more  than 
$1,618,499  shall  be  available  for  personal 
services  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
Amendments  Nos.  17  and  18 — Salaries  and 
expenses:  Appropriate  $5,371,352  proposed  by 
the  Senate  instead  of  $5,243,000  proposed  by 
.  the  House,  of  which  not  more  than  $4,530,- 
755  shall  be  available  for  personal  services 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  conferees 
of  both  Houses  agree  that  of  the  total  ap¬ 
propriation  available  to  the  Bureau  in  1952, 
$90,000  should  be  allotted  for  studies  of 
foreign  labor  conditions,  such  amount  to  be 
taken  from  the  amount  otherwise  available 
for  housing  and  public  construction  sta- 
tie  tics. 

Amendments  Nos.  19  and  20 — Revision  of 
consumers’  price  index:  Appropriate  $1,072,- 
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825,  Instead  of  $1,125,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate,  and  $1,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House,  and  delete  the  Senate  provision  lim¬ 
iting  the  amount  to  be  available  for  personal 
services. 

Women’s  Bureau 

Amendments  Nos.  21  and  22— Salaries  and 
expenses:  Appropriate  $379,285  proposed  by 
the  Senate  instead  of  $389,000  proposed  by 
the  House,  of  which  not  more  than  $317,- 
581  shall  be  available  for  personal  services 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Wage  and,  Hour  Division 

Amendments  Nos.  23  and  24:  Appropriate 
$8,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead 
of  $8,365,304  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  of 
which  not  more  than  $6,859,200  shall  be 
available  for  personal  services  instead  of 
$7,119,227  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

FEDERAL  SECURITY  AGENCY 

Columbia  Institution  for  the  Deaf 

Amendments  Nos.  25  and  26 — Salaries  and 
expenses:  Appropriate  $390,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  instead  of  $374,537  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate,  and  delete  the  Senate  pro¬ 
vision  limiting  the  amount  to  be  available 
for  personal  services. 

Food  and  Drug  Administration 

Amendments  Nos.  27  and  28 — Salaries  and 
expenses:  Authorize  the  purchase  of  not  to 
exceed  five  passenger  motor  vehicles  instead 
of  seven  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  one 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  of  which  two 
vehicles  shall  be  for  replacement  only  as 
proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  replace¬ 
ment  of  only  one  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendments  Nos.  29  "and  30:  Appropriate 
$5,300,000,  instead  of  $5,345,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $5,172,975  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate,  of  which  not  more  than  $4,361,900 
shall  be  available  for  personal  services  in¬ 
stead  of  not  more  than  $4,218,475  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate. 

Freedmen’s  Hospital 

Amendment  No.  31- — Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses:  Appropriates  $2,631,500  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate  instead  of  $2,906,500  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  32:  Reported  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

Howard  University 

Amendment  No.  33 — Salaries  and  expenses: 
Appropriates  $2,475,000,  instead  of  $2,525,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $2,415,084  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Office  of  Education 

Amendments  Nos.  34,  35,  and  36 — Promo¬ 
tion  and  further  development  of  vocational 
education:  Appropriate  $19,123,261,  instead 
of  $20,017,760  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  and 
$18,223,261  as  proposed  by  the  House,  of 
which  $18,948,261  is  for  the  Vocational  Edu¬ 
cation  Act  of  1946  instead  of  $19,847,760  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  and  $18,048,261  as 
proposed  by  the  House,  and  amend  the  pro¬ 
vision  in  the  House  bill  so  as  to  provide  that 
not  more  than  $900,000  of  the  appropriation 
shall  be  available  for  vocational  education 
in  the  distributive  occupations. 

Amendments  Nos.  37  and  38 — Salaries  and 
expenses:  Appropriate  $3,397,708  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate  instead  of  $3,253,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House,  of  which  not  more  than 
$2,893,577  shall  be  available  for  personal  serv¬ 
ices  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendments  Nos.  39  and  401 — Payments  to 
school  districts:  Appropriate  $40,000,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $28,000,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  insert  the 
language  of  the  Senate  making  the  appro¬ 
priation  available  for  carrying  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  6  of  the  act  of  September 
30,  1950  (Public  Law  874) . 

Amendment  No.  41 — Grants  for  school  con- 
etructiorl:  Strikes  out  the  paragraph  of  the 
House  bill  with  respect  to  this  appropria¬ 
tion  and  inserts  the  Senate  paragraph  in  lieu 
thereof.  The  appropriation  amount  is  iden¬ 


tical  to  the  House  bill.  The  language  agreed 
upon  permits  direct  provision  of  school  facil¬ 
ities,  as  authorized  by  sections  203  and  204 
of  the  basic  legislation,  in  addition  to  grants 
to  local  educational  agencies.  The  confer¬ 
ence  agreement  drops  the  two  provisions  of 
the  House  bill  relating  to  reimbursement 
payments  under  section  205  of  the  basic  law 
and  to  the  determination  of  relative  urgency 
of  need  for  school  facilities  for  purposes  of 
prescribing  under  section  206  the  order  in 
which  the  Commissioner  of  Education  shall 
make  certifications  for  payments  from  the 
appropriation. 

Office  of  Vocational  Rehabilitation 

Amendments  Nos.  42  and  43 — -Payments  to 
States:  Appropriate  $21,500,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate  instead  of  $20,475,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House,  and  delete  the  Senate 
language  limiting  the  amount  available  for 
personal  services.  The  conferees  of  both 
Houses  agree  that  the  reduction  below  the 
budget  estimate,  as  agreed  upon,  should  not 
be  applied  against  the  allotment  for  counsel¬ 
ing,  guidance,  and  placement  services. 

Amendments  Nos.  44  and  45 — Salaries  and 
expenses:  Appropriate  $675,620  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate  instead  of  $705,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House,  of  which  not  more  than 
$558,220  shall  be  available  for  personal  serv¬ 
ices  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Public  Health  Service 

Amendment  No.  46 — Venereal  diseases: 
Authorizes  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  7  pas¬ 
senger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  not  to 
exceed  15  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendments  Nos.  47  and  48:  Appropriate 
$11,653,360  for  venereal  diseases  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate  instead  of  $11,700,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House,  and  deletes  the  Senate 
language  limiting  the  amount  to  be  available 
for  personal  services. 

Amendments  Nos.  49  and  50 — Tubercu¬ 
losis:  Appropriate  $8,745,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House  instead  of  $8,887,351  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate,  and  delete  the  Senate  pro¬ 
vision  limiting  the  amount  to  be  available 
for  personal  services. 

Amendment  No.  51 — Assistance  to  States, 
general:  Authorizes  the  purchase  of  not  to 
exced  5  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replace¬ 
ment  only  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead 
of  not  to  exceed  10  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  52:  Deletes  the  Senate 
language  limiting  the  amount  to  be  avail¬ 
able  for  personal  services  from  the  appro¬ 
priation  “Assistance  to  States,  General.” 

Amendment  No.  53 — Communicable  dis¬ 
eases:  Authorizes  tthe  purchase  of  not  to 
exceed  10  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  re¬ 
placement  only  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  not  to  exceed  20  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

Amendments  Nos.  54  and  55:  Appropriate 
$5,915,747  for  communicable  diseases  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $6,090,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  delete  the 
Senate  language  limiting  the  amount  to  be 
available  for  personal  services. 

Amendment  No.  56 — Engineering,  sanita¬ 
tion,  and  industrial  hygiene:  Authorizes  pur¬ 
chase  of  not  to  exceed  4  passenger  motor  ve¬ 
hicles  for  replacement  only  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate  instead  of  the  provision  of  the 
House  bill  authorizing  purchase  of  not  to 
exceed  11  vehicles  of  which  9  were  for  re¬ 
placement  only. 

Amendments  Nos.  57  and  58:  Appropriate 
$3,648,158  for  “Engineering,  sanitation,  and 
industrial  hygiene”  as  proposed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  instead  of  $3,710,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House,  and  delete  the  Senate  language  lim¬ 
iting  the  amount  to  be  available  for  per¬ 
sonal  services. 

Amendments  Nos.  59  and  60 — Disease  and 
sanitation  investigations  and  control,  Ter¬ 
ritory  of  Alaska:  Appropriate  $1,211,129  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $1,234,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  delete  the 


Senate  language  limiting  the  amount  to  be 
available  for  personal  services. 

Amendment  No.  61 — Grants  for  hospital 
construction:  Appropriates  $182,500,000,  in¬ 
stead  of  $185,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  $175,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Amendment  No.  62 — Salaries  and  expenses, 
hospital  construction  services:  Authorizes 
purchase  of  not  to  exceed  one  passenger 
motor  vehicle  for  replacement  only  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  three  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendments  Nos.  63  and  64:  Appropriate 
$1,166,465  for  salaries  and  expenses,  hospital 
construction  services,  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate,  instead  of  $1,195,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House,  and  delete  the  Senate  language 
limiting  the  amount  to  be  available  for 
personal  services. 

Amendment  No.  65 — Hospitals  and  medical 
service:  Authorizes  purchase  of  not  to  exceed 
9  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement 
only  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of 
not  to  exceed  15  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  68 — Foreign  quarantine 
service:  Authorize  purchase  of  not  to  exceed 
5  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement 
only  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  instead  of 
the  language  of  the  House  bill  authorizing 
purchase  of  not  to  exceed  12  vehicles  of 
which  10  were  for  replacement  only. 

Amendments  Nos.  67  and  68:  Appropriate 
$2,900,000  for  the  Foreign  Quarantine  Serv¬ 
ice,  instead  of  $2,990,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $2,868,029  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate,  and  delete  the  Senate  language 
limiting  the  amount  to  be  available  for  per¬ 
sonal  services. 

Amendment  No.  69 — National  Institutes  of 
Health:  Authorizes  purchase  of  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  three  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  re¬ 
placement  only  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  not  to  exceed  six  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

Amendments  Nos.  70  and  71:  Appropriate 
$15,500,000  for  the  National  Institutes  of 
Health  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of 
$15,559,973  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  and 
delete  the  Senate  language  limiting  the 
amount  to  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Amendment  No.  72 — National  Cancer  In¬ 
stitute:  Authorizes  purchase  of  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  two  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  re¬ 
placement  only  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  not  to  exceed  four  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

Amendments  Nos.  73  and  74:  Appropriate 
$19,500,000  for  the  National  Cancer  Insti¬ 
tute  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of 
$19,805,171  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  and 
delete  the  Senate  language  limiting  the 
amount  to  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Amendments  Nos.  75  and  76 — Mental 
health  activities:  Appropriate  $10,518,987, 
instead  of  $10,737,974  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  and  $10,300,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House,  and  delete  the  Senate  language  lim¬ 
iting  the  amount  to  be  available  for  personal 
services. 

Amendment  No.  77 — National  Heart  Insti¬ 
tute:  Authorizes  purchase  of  not  to  exceed 
one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replacement 
only  5s  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of 
not  to  exceed  two  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendments  Nos.  78  and  79:  Appropriate 
$10,060,000  for  the  National  Heart  Institute 
■  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $10,072,- 
882  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  and  delete 
the  Senate  language  limiting  the  amount  to 
be  available  for  personal  services. 

Amendments  Nos.  80  and  81 — Dental 
health  activities:  Appropriate  $1,598,654,  in¬ 
stead  of  $1,697,308  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
and  $1,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and 
delete  the  Senate  language  limiting  the 
amount  to  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Amendments  Nos.  82,  83,  84,  and  85 — 
Construction  of  research  facilities:  Appro¬ 
priate  $10,400,000  for  continuation  of  con¬ 
struction  of  a  combined  hospital  and  re- 
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search  building  as  proposed  by  the  House 
Instead  of  $9, 445, COO  as  proposed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate;  strike  out  the  Senate  language  trans¬ 
ferring  $955,000  to  this  item  from  prior 
funds  for  construction  of  additional  aux¬ 
iliary  structures;  appropriate  $350,000  for 
payment  of  obligations  incurred  under  prior 
authority  for  construction  of  additional 
auxiliary  structures  as  proposed  by  the 
House  instead  of  $250,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate;  and  strike  out  the  Senate  language 
authorizing  the  Surgeon  General  to  enter 
into  arrangements  for  the  construction  by 
private  industry  of  rental  quarters  for  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  National  Institutes  of  Health. 

Amendments  Nos.  83  and  87 :  Appropriate 
$6,635,540  for  purchase  and  installation  of 
additional  equipment,  supplies,  and  fur¬ 
nishings  for  the  research  center  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate  instead  of  $3,640,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House,  and  delete  the  Senate 
language  limiting  the  amount  to  be  avail¬ 
able  for  personal  services. 

Amendments  Nos.  83  and  89 — Commis¬ 
sioned  officers,  pay  and  so  f^crth '  Appropri¬ 
ate  $1,861,500  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  in¬ 
stead  of  $1,790,000  as  proposed  by  the  House, 
and  delete  the  Senate  language  limiting  the 
amount  to  he  available  for  personal  services. 

Amendment  No.  90 — Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses:  Authorizes  purchase  of  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  re¬ 
placement  only  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  not  to  exceed  two  as  proposed  by 
the  House.  .  , 

Amendments  Nos.  91  and  92:  Appropriate 
$2,745,868  for  salaries  and  expenses  as_  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $2,830,000 
■  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  delete  tne 
Senate  language  limiting  the  amount  to  oe 
available  for  personal  services. 

Saint  Elisabeths  Hospital 
Amendment  No.  93 — Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses:  Authorizes  purchase  of  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  re¬ 
placement  only  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  not  to  exceed  three  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

Social  Security  Administration 
Amendments  Nos.  94  and  95 — Salaries  and 
expenses.  Bureau  of  Federal  Credit  Unions: 
Appropriate  $175, OGO  direct  appropriation  as 
proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $167,050 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  and  limit  the 
total,  including  funds  to  be  derived  from 
collection  of  fees;  to  be  available  for  person¬ 
al  cervices  to  not  more  than  $626,671  instead 
of  not  more  than  $614,650  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

'  Amendment  No.  96 — Salaries  and  expenses, 
Bureau  of  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance: 
Authorizes  purchase  of  two  passenger  motor 
vehicles  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead 
of  four  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendments  Nos.  97  and  93:  Authorize  the 
expenditure  of  not  more  than  $53,000,000 
from  the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  in¬ 
surance  trust  fund  for  salaries  and  expenses 
of  the  Bureau,  as  proposed  by  the  House,  in¬ 
stead  of  not  more  than  $57,437,930  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate,  of  which  not  more  than 
$49,549,400  shall  be  available  for  personal 
services  instead  of  not  more  than  $43,637,378 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  93 — Grants  to  States  for 
public  assistance:  Appropriates  $1,150,000,000 
gs  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $l,2o0,- 
000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendments  Nos.  100  and  101 — Salaries 
and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance . 
Appropriate  $1,600,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  instead  of  $1,433,400  as  proposed  by 
the  House,  of  which  not  more  than  $1,455,400 
shall  be  available  for  personal  services  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendments  Nos.  1C2  and  1C3 — Salaries 
and  expenses,  Children’s  Bureau:  Appropri¬ 
ate  $1,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  in¬ 
stead  of  $1,450,000  as  proposed  by  the  House, 
of  which  not  more  than  $1,238,900  shall  be 


available  for  personal  services  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

Amendments  Nos.  104  and  105 — Grants  to 
States  for  maternal  and  child  welfare:  Ap¬ 
propriate  $31,500,000  instead  of  $33,000,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate  and  $30,000,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House,  and  delete  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  House  hill  providing  for  pro 
rata  allotment  of  the  appropriation  in  pro¬ 
portion  to  the  amounts  to  which  the  respec¬ 
tive  States  are  entitled  by  reason  of  section 
331  of  the  1950  Amendments  to  the  Social 
Security  Act. 

Amendments  Nos.  106  and  107 — Salaries 
and  expenses.  Office  of  the  Commissioner: 
Appropriate  $200,000  as  proposed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  instead  of  $219,700  as  proposed  by  the 
House,  and  in  addition  authorize  transfer 
from  the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  in¬ 
surance  trust  fund  of  not  to  exceed  $110,300 
as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  not  to 
exceed  $100,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  108— Public  assistance 
program:  Strikes  out  the  provision  of  the 
Senate  prohibiting  denial  of  allocation  of 
Federal  funds  to  any  State  which  has  by 
legislative  enactment  provided  the  condi¬ 
tions  under  which  public  access  may  be  had 
to  the  records  of  the  disbursements  of  grantr 
in-aid  funds  and  has  otherwise  complied 
■with  the  governing  statutory  provisions. 

The  conferees  of  both  Houses  are  agreed 
that  the  appropriate  legislative  committees 
of  the  Congress  should  consider  the  subject 
matter  of  this  amendment. 

Cjjiice  of  the  Administrator 
Amendments  Nos.  109  and  110 — Salaries, 
Office  of  the  Administrator:  Appropriate 
$2,050,000  from  general  funds  as  proposed  by 
the  House  instead  of  $2,150,090  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate,  together  with  transfer  from 
the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust 
fund  of  not  to  exceed  $403,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  instead  of  $413,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  Ill — Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses,  Division  of  Service  Operations:  In¬ 
serts  the  Senate  provision  limiting  the 
amount  to  be  available  for  personal  services 
to  not  more  than  $492,045. 

Amendment  No.  112 — Salaries',  Office  of  the 
General  Counsel:  Appropriates  $396,473  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $412,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  113— Surplus  property 
disposal:  Appropriates  $90,000,  instead  of 
$100,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $75,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

NATIONAL  LABOR  RELATIONS  BOARD 

Amendments  Nos.  114  and  115 — Salaries 
and  expenses  i  Appropriate  $3,233,959  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $3,000,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House,  of  which  not  more 
than  $6,622,284  shall  he  available  for  per¬ 
sonal  services  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

NATIONAL  MEDIATION  BOARD 

Amendments  Nos.  116  and  117 — Salaries 
and  expenses:  Appropriate  $394,247  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $400,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House,  of  wdiich  not  more 
than  $299,307  shall  be  available  for  per¬ 
sonal  services  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendments  Nos.  113  and  119 — Arbitra¬ 
tion  and  emergency  boards:  Appropriate 
$144,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead 
of  $150,000  as  proposed  by  the  House,  of 
which  not  more  than  $114,000  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  personal  services  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  120— Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses,  National  Railroad  Adjustment  Board: 
Inserts  the  Senate  language  limiting  the 
amount  to  be  available  for  personal  services 
to  not  more  than  $460,774, 

RAILROAD  RETIREMENT  BOARD 

Amendment  No.  121— Payment  to  railroad 
retirement  account :  Strikes  out  the  definite 
annual  appropriation  inserted  by  the  Sen¬ 


ate  and  restores  the  annual  Indefinite  ap¬ 
propriation  language  of  the  House  bill. 

In  recommending  the  annual  indefinite 
form  of  appropriation,  the  conferees  of  both 
Houses  will  expect  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
to  withhold  from  the  retirement  fund  any 
net  overappropriations  or  overpayments 
made  to  the  fund  from  the  General  Treasury 
through  June  30,  1951. 

Amendments  Nos.  122  and  123 — Salaries 
and  expenses  (from  trust  funds) :  Author¬ 
ize  $5,056,904  to  be  derived  from  the  rail¬ 
road  retirement  account  for  salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  Board  as  proposed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  instead  of  $5,268,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House,  of  which  not  more  than  $4,010,820 
shall  be  available  for  personal  service  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

FEDERAL  MEDLATION  AND  CONCILIATION  SERVICE 

Amendments  Nos.  124  and  125 — Salaries 
and  expenses:  Appropriate  $3,047,090  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $2,949,090  as 
proposed  by  the  House,  of  which  not  more 
than  $2,563,653  shall  be  available  for  per¬ 
sonal  services  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendments  Nos.  126  and  127 — Boards  of 
Inquiry:  Appropriate  $48,750  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate" instead  of  $50,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House,  of  which  not  more  than  $23,750 
shall  be  available  for  personal  services  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Amendment  No.  198— Section  703:  Re¬ 
stores  the  provision  of  the  House  bill  con¬ 
taining  restrictions  on  the  filling  of  personnel 
vacancies  that  may  occur  during  the  fiscal 
year  1952  in  positions  for  which  funds  are 
provided  by  tbe  bill,  amended  to  change 
the  list  of  exemptions  as  agreed  upon  by 
the  conferees,  and  to  provide  that  when  the 
total  number  of  personnel  subject  to  this 
provision  has  been  reduced  to  SO  percent  of 
the  total  number  provided  for  in  the  1952 
budget  estimates,  the  restrictions  of  this  pro¬ 
vision  may  ceaie  to  apply. 

The  conferees  of  beth  Houses  are  agreed 
that  the  savings  which  accrue  from  the 
operation  of  the  provisions  of  this  section 
of  the  bill  shall  not  be  diverted  to  or  ex¬ 
pended  for  any  other  purpose  but  shall  be 
impounded  in  the  appropriations  and  other 
funds  and  returned  to  the  Treasury,  and  will 
expect  the  agencies  concerned  to  proceed 
accordingly. 

Amendment  No.  129— Further  reductions 
in  appropriations  and  authorizations :  Makes 
reductions  in  various  appropriations  and 
authorizations  carried  in  the  act  as  set  out 
in  detail  in  the  conference  report  by  ap¬ 
propriation  title  and  amount.  The  Senate 
amendment  provided  that  each  appropriation 
or  authorization  made  by  the  act  for  any 
purpose,  of  which  a  specified  portion  was 
made  available  for  personal  services,  and 
each  amount  so  specified  for  personal  serv¬ 
iced  was  reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to 
5  percent  of  the  amount  requested  for  per¬ 
sonal  services  for  such  purpose  in  the  budget 
estimates.  The  conferees  have  agreed  on 
reductions  as  provided  in  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  in  a  number  of  instances.  Iri  most  of 
such  instances  the  amounts  of  toe  reduc¬ 
tions  are  listed  under  this  amendment  in 
the  conference  report.  In  a  few  other  in- 
.  stances,  the  amounts  which  would  have  been 
available  after  application  of  the  reductions 
provided  by  the  Senate  amendment  have 
been  incorporated  in  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  to  the  individual  appropriation 
paragraphs  involved. 

Amendment  No.  130:  Strikes  out  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  Senate  providing  that  no  part 
of  any  appropriation  contained  in  the  act 
shall  be  used  to  pay  the  compensation  of 
any  civilian  employee  of  the  Government 
whose  duties  consist  of  acting  as  chauffeur 
or  driver  of  any  Government-owned  pas¬ 
senger  motor  vehicle  other  than  a  hus  or 
ambulance. 
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Amendment  No.  131— Reduction  in  number  ■ 
ot  passenger  cars:  Reported  in  disagreement. 
The  conferees  of  both  Houses  have  agreed 
that  agencies  embraced  within  this  act  which, 
operate  passenger  cars  at  the  seat  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  during  fiscal  year  1952  shall  period¬ 
ically  submit  to  the  Committees  on  Appro¬ 
priations  of  the  House  and  Senate  and  to 
the  General  Accounting  Office  a  daily  trip 
record  of  use  of  the  cars  so  operated. 

Amendment  No.  132 — Employees  engaged 
in  personnel  work:  Reported  in  disagree¬ 
ment.  The  motion  which  the  House  man¬ 
agers  will  offer  on  this  amendment  will  pro-  ; 
vide  for  exemption  of  the  Public  Health 
Service,  during  1952,  from  the  personnel 
ratio  limitation  agreed  upon,  in  view  of 
special  circumstances  existing  in  that . 
Service.  It  will  be  expected,  however,  that 
the  Service  and  the  Agency  will  on  their  own 
take  steps  to  improve  the  existing  ratio 
before  the  1953  budget  is  considered.  At 
that  time,  the  committees  expect  to  fully  j 
examine  into  the  matter  as  regards  the  Serv-  ■ 
ice  with  view  to  determining  the  proper  rela¬ 
tionship  between  total  personnel  and  em¬ 
ployees  engaged  in  personnel  work. 

Amendment  No.  133 :  Corrects  a  section  • 
number. 

John  E.  Fogarty, 

John  J.  Rooney, 

Christopher  C.  McGrath, 
Winfield  K.  Denton, 

Clarence  Cannon, 

Geo.  B.  Schwabe, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

RESIGNATION  FROM  COMMITTEE 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  letter,  which  was  read  by 
the  Clerk: 

House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  August  15,  1951, 
Hon.  Sam  Rayburn, 

Speaker,  House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  I  hereby  submit  my 
resignation  as  a  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Veterans’  Affairs,  effective  immediately. 
Sincerely  yours, 

Vera  Buchanan, 
Member  of  Congress. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  resignation  is  accepted. 

There  was  no  objection. 

ELECTION  TO  COMMITTEE 

Mr.  DOUGHTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  privileged  resolution  (H.  Res.  392). 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

House  Resolution  392 

Resolved,  That  Vera  Buchanan,  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  be,  and  she  is  hereby,  elected/a 
member  of  the  standing  committee  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  on  Merchant  Ma¬ 
rine  and  Fisheries. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

MAINTENANCE  OF  CANAL  AND  RAILROAD 

BRIDGES  FROM  CAPE  MAY  HARBOR  TO 

DELAWARE  BAY 

Mr.  HAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  for  the  immediate  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  4055)  to  au¬ 
thorize  for  an  additional  2-year  period 
the  use  of  rivers  and  harbors  appropria¬ 
tions  for  maintenance  of  the  canal  from 
Cape  May  Harbor  to  Delaware  Bay  and 
the  railroad  and  bridges  over  such  canal. 

The/clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

T£*c  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Hew  Jersey? 


Mr.  RANKIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  who  is  on  that 
committee  on  this  side  of  the  aisle? 

Mr.  HAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  may  say 
to  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  that  this  bill  has  been  ap¬ 
proved  and  cleared  by  both  the  major¬ 
ity  and  minority  leadership  of  the 
House  and  the  appropriate  committee. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  paragraph 
relating  to  the  New  Jersey  Intracoastal 
Waterway  in  the  first  section  of  the  act  en¬ 
titled  “An  act  authorizing  the  construction, 
repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public 
works  on  rivers  and  harbors,  and  for  other 
purposes,”  approved  July  24,  1946  (Public’ 
Law  525,  79th  Cong.) ,  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “5  years”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “7  years.” 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “A  bill  to 
authorize  for  an  additional  1-year  period  the 
use  of  rivers  and  harbors  appropriations  for 
maintenance  of  the  canal  from  Cape  May 
Harbor  to  Delaware  Bay  and  the  railroad  and 
highway  bridges  over  such  canal.” 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

Page  1,  line  9,  strike  out  “seven”  and  in¬ 
sert  “six.” 

The  committee  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  re¬ 
consider  was  laid  on  the  table. 

SMALL  BUSINESS  COMMITTEE 

Mr.  BURTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  Sub¬ 
committee  No.  3  of  the  Small  Business 
Committee  has  under  investigation  the 
production  and  distribution  of  steel.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  that  sub¬ 
committee  may  be  permitted  to  sit  dur¬ 
ing  general  debate  today. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

MUTUAL  SECURITY  ACT  OF  1951 

Mr.  COX.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direction 
of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call  up 
Plouse  Resolution  388  and  ask  for  its  im¬ 
mediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Resolved,  That  immediately  upon  the 
adoption  of  this  resolution  it ,  shall  be  in 
order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  5113)  to  maintain  the  se¬ 
curity  and  promote  the  foreign  policy  and 
provide  for  the  general  welfare  of  the  United 
States  by  furnishing  assistance  to  friendly 
nations  in  the  interest  of  international  peace 
and  security,  and  all  points  of  order  against 
said  bill  are  hereby  waived.  That  after  gen¬ 
eral  debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the 
bill  and  continue  not  to  exceed  one  day,  to 
be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the 
chairman  and  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  the  bill 
shall  be  read  for  amendment  under  the  5- 
minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted  and  the  previous  question 
shall  be  considered,  as  ordered  on  the  bill 


and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage 
without  intervening  motion  except  one  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
offer  an  amendment.  / 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  McCormack: 
On  page  1,  line  11,  strike  out  “one  day”  and 
insert  “four  hours.”  / 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Sp'eaker,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  a  call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to 
their  names: 


Albert 

[Roll  No.  162] 

Elston 

Morrison 

Alle^,  Ill. 

Engle 

Morton 

Allen,  La. 

Fallon 

Murray,  Wis. 

Andresen, 

Feighan 

O'Konskl 

August  H. 

Fisher 

Powell 

Armstrong 

Gamble 

Preston 

Barrett 

Garmatz 

Rivers 

Beall 

Gordon 

Sabath 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Gore 

Sadlak 

Boggs,  La. 

Gwinn 

Saylor 

Boykin 

Hall, 

Scott, 

Breen 

Edwin  Arthur  Hugh  D.,  Jr, 

Brehm 

Hays,  Ohio 

Sheppard 

Buckley 

Hubert 

Smith,  Kans. 

Buffett 

Hedrick 

Stockman 

Busbey 

Hess 

Taber 

Chatham 

Hinshaw 

Vinson 

Chudoff 

Holifield 

Welch 

Coudert 

Hunter 

Werdel 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Jarman 

Wheeler 

Dawson 

Jenison 

Whitaker 

DeGraffenried 

Kearns 

Wilson,  Tex. 

Dingell 

McDonough 

Winstead 

Durham 

McGregor 

Wood,  Ga. 

Eberharter 

Mason 

Yorty 

Ellsworth 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  roll  call  356 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  OF  THE  COMMITTEE  ON 

EXPENDITURES  IN  THE  EXECUTIVE 

DEPARTMENTS 

Mr.  BONNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Intergovernment  Relations  of  the 
Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Departments  may  have  permis¬ 
sion  to  sit  during  the  session  of  the 
House  today. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

MUTUAL  SECURITY  ACT  OF  1951 

Mr.  COX.  Mr.  Speaker,  House  Reso¬ 
lution  388  makes  in  order  the  consider¬ 
ation  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1951 
recently  reported  by  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Affairs,  \JThe  rule  is  an  open  one, 
waiving  all  points  of  order,  and,  there¬ 
fore,  Members  will  have  the  opportunity 
to  offer  such  amendments  as  they  may 
see  fit. 

I  have  the  feeling,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
most  of  the  Members  have  to 'an  extent 
made  up  their  minds  as  to  what  they 
are  going  to  do  about  this  bill  and  I 
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Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Abbitt  with  Mr.  Martin  of  Massachu¬ 
setts. 

Mr.  Irving  with  Mr.  Taber. 

Mr.  Sabath  with  Mr.  Towe. 

Mr.  Bolling  with  Mr.  Werdel. 

Mr.  Thomas  with  Mr.  Hinshaw. 

Mr.  Chatham  with  Mr.  Buffett. 

Mr.  Vinson  with  Mr.  McDonough. 

Mr.  Lucas  with  Mr.  McGregor. 

Mr.  deGraffenried  with  Mr.  Mason. 

Mr.  McCarthy  with  Mr.  Morton. 

Mr.  Engle  with  Mr.  O’Konski. 

Mr.  Machrowicz  with  Mr.  Reed  of  Illinois. 

Mr.  Davis  of  Tennessee  with  Mr.  Sadlak. 

Mr.  Albert  with  Mr.  Saylor. 

Mr.  Allen  of  Louisiana  with  Mr.  Stockman. 

Mr.  Fisher  with  Mr.  Smith  of  Kansas. 

Mr.  Gordon  with  Mr.  Hess. 

Mr.  Gore  with  Mr.  Cole  of  New  York. 

Mr.  Granahan  with  Mr.  Elston. 

Mr.  Breen  with  Mr.  Ellsworth. 

Messrs.  Murphy,  Byrne  of  New  York, 
Javits,  Patterson,  and  Wolverton 
changed  their  vote  from  “nay”  to  “yea.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  20:  Page  26,  line  12, 
insert : 

“COOPERATIVE  RANGE  IMPROVEMENTS 

“For  artificial  revegetation,  construction, 
and  maintenance  of  range  improvements, 
control  of  rodents,  and  eradication  of  poison¬ 
ous  and  noxious  plants  on  national  forests,  as 
authorized  by  section  12  of  the  Act  of  Apiil 
24,  1950  (Public  Law  478),  $700,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended.” 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker ,;I  move  J 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment  with  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows:  / 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment'  of 
the  Senate  numbered  39,  and  concur  thefein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  Aftef  the 
matter  inserted  by  the  said  amendment  and 
before  the  period,  insert  “ :  Provided,  That  no 
part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  available 
in  any  national  forest  in  excess  of  three  times 
the  amount  available  for  such  forest  from 
sources  (including  claims  recognized  by  the 
act  of  December  29,  1950,  and  rqfeipts  under 
16  U.  S.  C.  500)  other  than  Federal  sources.” 

The  motion  was  agreed  /o. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  £lerk  will  re- 
port  the  next  amendment  in  disagree-  I 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  fallows: 

Senate  amendment  1 fo.  42:  Page  33,  line 
6,  strike  out  “That  he/eafter  appropriations 
available  for  classing  or  grading  any  agricul¬ 
tural  commodity  without  charge  to  the  pro¬ 
ducers  thereof  may  he  reimbursed  from  non- 
administrative  funds  of  the  Commodity  Cred¬ 
it  Corporation  for  the  cost  of  classing  or 
grading  any  such  commodity  for  producers 
who  are  eligible  to  obtain  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  price  support”  and  insert  “That  v 
hereafter  there  may  be  transferred  to  appro¬ 
priations  available  for  classing  or  grading  any 
agricultural  commodity  without  charge  to 
the  producers  thereof  such  sums  from  non-  _ 
adminisW&tive  funds  of  the  Commodity  | 
Credit  Corporation  as  may  be  necessary  in ) 
additicai  to  other  funds  available  for  these  | 
purposes,  such  transfers  to  be  reimbursed 
frorn. Subsequent  appropriations  therefor.” 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 


The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  No.  60:  Page  51,  lie  25,  strike 
out  “$15,000,000”  and  insert  “$16,500,000.” 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in 
the  Senate  amendment  with  an  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  Bouse  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  60,  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  stricken  out  and  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert  “$16,50b,000  (and  the 
amount  in  the  last  provisqwn  this  paragraph 
is  increased  to  $2, 500, 000#.” 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  ;The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment*. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  67:  Page  64,  line  13, 
Insert :  3 

“Sec.  410.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  or 
authorization  Contained  in  this  act  shall 
be  used  to  pay  the  compensation  of  any  em¬ 
ployee  engaged  in  personnel  work  in~excess 
of  the  number  that  would  be  provided  by  a 
ratio  of  or^  such  employee  to  115,  or  a  part 
thereof,  frill  time,  part  time,  and  intermit¬ 
tent  employees  of  the  Department  and  its 
instrumentalities,  cooperators,  and  collabo¬ 
rators  feceiving  personnel  services  from  the 
Department :  Provided,  That  for  purposes  of 
this  Section  employees  shall  be  considered  as 
engaged  in  personnel  work  if  they  spend 
hgB  time  or  more  in  personnel  administra¬ 
tion  consisting  of  direction  and  administra- 
fon  of  the  personnel  program;  employment, 
ilacement,  and  separation;  job  evaluation 
and  classification;  employee  relations  and 
services;  training;  committees  of  expert  ex¬ 
aminers  and  boards  of  civil-service  examin¬ 
ers;  wage  administration;  and  processing, 
recording,  and  reporting:  Provided  further. 
That  nothing  contained  in  this  section  shall 
be  construed  as  permitting  any  increase 
whatever  in  personnel  officers  over  and  above 
the  number  otherwise  provided  for  in  this 
act.” 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  the  votes  by 
Ivhich  action  was  taken  on  the  several 
motions  was  laid  on  the  table. 

labor-’federal  security  appropria¬ 
tion  BILL,  1952 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call 
up  the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H. 
R.  3709)  making  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Labor,  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency,  and  related  independent 
agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1952,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  statement 
of  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  August 
16,  1951.) 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the 
House  knows,  this  is  the  same  report  that 
was  brought  back  about  6  weeks  ago. 


We  have  followed  the  instructions  of  the 
House  by  returning  to  conference  and, 
in  conference  yesterday,  agreeing  on  the 
same  formula  for  the  Jensen  amendment 
that  was  adopted  in  the  Interior  and 
Agricultural  appropriation  bills  today. 

I  yield  now  to  my  distinguished  friend, 
the  ranking  minority  member,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  SchwabeL 

Mr.  SCHWABE.  Mr.  Speaker,  my 
chairman  has  correctly  stated  the  sit¬ 
uation.  The  report  is  unanimous.  As 
far  as  I  know  there  is  no  disagreement, 
and.  there  is  no  request  for  time  on  this 
side. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  first  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  32:  Page  13,  line 
16,  after  “title”,  insert  a  colon  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  Provided  further.  That  the  District 
of  Columbia  shall  pay  by  check  to  Freed- 
men’s  Hospital,  upon  the  Surgeon  General’s 
request,  in  advance  at  the  beginning  of  each 
quarter,  such  amount  as  the  Surgeon  Gen¬ 
eral  calculates  will  be  earned  on  the  basis 
of  rates  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  for  the  care  of  patients  certified  by 
the  District  of  Columbia.  Bills  rendered  by 
the  Surgeon  General  on  the  basis  of  such 
calculations  shall  not  be  subject  to  audit 
or  certification  in  advance  of  payment;  but 
proper  adjustment  of  amounts  which  have 
been  paid  in  advance  on  the  basis  of  such 
calculations  shall  be  made  at  the  end  of 
each  quarter:  Provided  further,  That  the 
Surgeon  General  may  delegate  the  responsi¬ 
bilities  imposed  upon  him  by  the  foregoing 
proviso.” 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in 
the  Senate  amendment. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  131:  Page  45,  line 
19,  insert  the  following: 

“Sec.  705.  Where  the  number  of  passenger 
cars  for  replacement  only  is  reduced  by  the 
provisions  in  this  act  the  total  number  of 
pasenger  cars  in  the  division  or  department 
concerned  will  be  reduced  by  a  like  number.” 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in 
the  Senate  amendment  with  an  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Fogarty  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  131,  and  concur  there¬ 
in  with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu 
of  the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment 
insert: 

“Sec.  705.  Where  the  number  of  passenger 
cars  for  replacement  only  is  reduced  by  the 
provisions  in  this  act  the  total  number  of 
passenger  cars  in  the  division  or  depart¬ 
ment  concerned  will  be  reduced  by  a  like 
number:  Provided,  That  in  no  event  shall 
the  number  of  passenger-carrying  vehicles 
which  may  be  operated  during  the  current 
fiscal  year  at  the  seat  of  Government  under 
any  appropriation  or  authorization  in  this 
act  exceed  50  percent  of  the  number  in  us® 
as  of  June  30,  1951.” 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
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The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  132:  Page  46,  line 

1  insert  the  following: 

“Sec.  706.  No  part  of  any  appropriation 
contained  in  this  act  shall  be  used  to  pay 
the  compensation  of  any  employee  engaged 
in  personnel  work  in  excess  of  the  number 
that  would  be  provided  by  a  ratio  of  one 
such  employee  to  one  hundred  and  and 
fifteen,  or  a  part  thereof,  full-time,  part- 
time,  and  intermittent  employees  of  the 
agency  concerned:  Provided,  That  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section  employees  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  engaged  in  personnel  work  if  they 
spend  half  time  or  more  in  personnel  ad¬ 
ministration  consisting  of  direction  and  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  personnel  program;  em¬ 
ployment,  placement,  and  separation;  job 
evaluation  and  classification;  employee  re¬ 
lations  and  services;  training;  committees  of 
expert  examiners  and  boards  of  civil-service 
examiners;  wage  administration;  and  proc¬ 
essing,  recording,  and  reporting.’’ 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  recede  and  concur  in 
the  Senate  amendment  with  an  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Fogarty  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  132,  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment 
insert : 

"Sec.  706.  No  part  of  any  appropriation 
contained  in  this  act,  except  appropriations 
for  the  Public  Health  Service,  shall  be  used 
to  pay  the  compensation  of  any  employee 
engaged  in  personnel  work  in  excess  of  the 
number  that  would  be  provided  by  a  ratio 
of  1  such  employee  to  105,  or  a  part  thereof, 
full-time,  part-time,  and  intermittent  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  agency  concerned:  Provided, 
That  for  purposes  of  this  section  employees 
shall  be  considered  as  engaged  in  personnel 
work  if  they  spend  half  time  or  more  in  per¬ 
sonnel  administration  consisting  of  direction 
and  administration  of  the  personnel  pro¬ 
gram;  employment,  placement,  and  separa¬ 
tion;  job  evaluation  and  classification;  em¬ 
ployee  relations  and  services;  training;  com¬ 
mittees  of  expert  examiners  and  boards  of 
civil-service  examiners;  wage  administration; 
and  processing,  recording,  and  reporting.” 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 

2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Gary]. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  proceed  out  of  order. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
extend  my  congratulations  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments  and  its  chairman  upon  the 
appointment  of  a  subcommittee  to  look 
into  the  proposed  consolidation  of  the 
insurance  and  death-claim  activities  of 
the  Veterans’  Administration.  These 
activites  were  at  one  time  centralized  in 
the  New  York  office.  In  1946,  under  the 
direction  of  Gen.  Omar  Bradley,  one  of 
the  ablest  Administrators  the  Veterans’ 
Administration  has  had,  the  activities 
were  decentralized  and  dispersed  among 
several  offices  for  the  more  efficient  serv¬ 
ice  of  the  veterans.  It  is  now  proposed 
to  again  centralize  the  activities,  this 
time  in  Philadelphia.  The  space,  which 


is  to  be  used  for  this  recentralization, 
had  been  assigned  to  the  Frankford 
Arsenal,  which  is  a  vital  agency  of  the 
Army  Ordnance  Bureau.  That  agency 
was  preparing  to  occupy  the  space  last 
week  with  an  essential  defense  activity, 
when  it  was  told  that  the  space  was  not 
available  because  it  would  be  used  by  the 
Veterans’  Administration  for  the  pro¬ 
posed  consolidation. 

It  is  claimed  there  will  be  some  econ¬ 
omy  in  this  change.  Last  week  the  Vet¬ 
erans’  Administration  advertised  for 
1,000  additional  employees  in  Philadel¬ 
phia — “experience  unnecessary.”  We 
feel  that  this  change  will  not  be  eco¬ 
nomical,  and  it  will  certainly  impair  the 
service  which  is  now  being  rendered. 
The  gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
McCormack],  our  distinguished  floor 
leader,  requested  me  to  express  his  in¬ 
terest  in  this  inquiry  to  be  made  by  the 
Expenditures  Committee.  He  is  opposed 
to  the  proposed  consolidation  and  be¬ 
lieves  the  committee  investigation  will 
show  conclusively  that  it  is  an  improper 
move. 

Mr.  HARDY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia. 

Mr.  HARDY.  I  commend  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  calling  the  attention  of  the 
House  to  this  matter.  I  am  not  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee,  but  I  am  a 
member  of  the  committee.  I  want  to 
assure  the  gentleman  that  it  is  going  to 
be  the  purpose  of  that  subcommittee  to 
go  slowly  into  this  matter  and  iind  out 
first  of  all,  if  it  is  in  the  interest  of 
efficiency  and  economy  to  have  any  con¬ 
solidation  at  all;  and  secondly,  if  it  in¬ 
fringes  upon  the  defense  effort. 

Mr.  GARY.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  I  would  like  to 
join  in  the  sentiments  expressed  by  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  and  commend 
him  for  the  interest  and  activity  he  has 
shown  in  this  matter. 

Mr.  CELLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  CELLER.  The  removal  of  all 
these  veteran  administration  offices  to 
Philadelphia  will  not  only  discommode 
and  inconvenience  veterans  who  have 
claims,  but  it  will  make  it  utterly  im¬ 
possible,  particularly  in  death  cases,  for 
the  dear  ones  of  deceased  veterans  to 
get  justice  because  the  records  will  be 
unavailable  and  they  will  not  be  able 
to  travel  great  distances  to  Philadelphia 
to  validate  their  claims. 

Mr.  GARY.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  BONNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  BONNER.  I  commend  the  gen¬ 
tleman  on  calling  the  attention  of  the 
House  to  this  very  important  matter. 

I  will  serve  on  this  subcommittee,  and 
I  assure  him  I  will  give  it  my  most  care-  j 
ful  attention  for  I  recall  the  last  time  ’ 
this  change  took  place,  it  was  months  ■ 


before  any  service  could  be  had  on  ques¬ 
tions  asked  about  insurance. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  the  votes  by 
which  action  was  taken  on  the  several 
motions  was  laid  on  the  table. 

MUTUAL  SECURITY  ACT  OF  1951 

Mr.  RICHARDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move' 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  5113)  ,to 
maintain  the  security  and  promote  the 
foreign  policy  and  provide  for  the  gen¬ 
eral  welfare  of  the  United  States  by 
furnishing  assistance  to  friendly  nations 
in  the  interest  of  international  peace  and 
security.  / 

The  ipotion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolve^  itself 
into  the  vCommittee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  fur¬ 
ther  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  jR.  5113), 
with  Mr.  Walter  in  the  chair.  I 

The  Cler^  read  the  title  of  thp  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit¬ 
tee  rose  on  yesterday  there  w&s  pending 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Fulton!. 

Without  objection,  the  Clerk  will  again 
report  the  amendment. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  as  follow^:  J 

Amendment  offered  by  I. Jr.  Fulton:  On 
page  2,  line  22,  section  10l/  (a)  subsection 
(1):  Strike  out  "$5,028,00<J,000”  and  insert 
“$4,828,000,000.” 

On  page  3,  line  16,  strikes  out  “$1,335,000,- 
000”  and  insert  “$1,035,00$, 000.” 

Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  /Chairman,  I  ask 
that  my  amendment  be  divided,  in  order 
that  there  may  be  a'  separate  vote  on 
each  of  the  two  subjections.  That  is,  a 
separate  vote  on  tlW.military  cut  and  a 
separate  vovte  on  trie,  economic  cut. 

The  CHAIRMAN,'  'jThe  question  is  on 
the  first  portion  of  the.  amendment. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  oui  the  lfest  word. 

Mr.  Chairman/  this  is  a  cut  of  $500,- 
000,000 ;  $200,00(^000  on  the  military  end 
and  $300,000, 00<y  on  the  economic  end  in 
the  authorization  for  Europe. 

Now,  let  us  /ook  first  at  the  military 
side  of  this,  tyet  me  say  that  in  consid¬ 
ering  any  cuts  to  the  bill  which  this 
committee  has  brought  to  the  House, 
those  of  us  who  oppose  any  further  cuts 
are  at  a  seripus  disadvantage..  The  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Brown]  yes¬ 
terday  said  he  was  tired  of  voting  for 
large  amounts  of  authorizations  without 
having  every  penny  justified.  Let  me 
say  we  cannot  justify,  penny  for  penny 
and  dollar  for  dollar,  this  appropria¬ 
tion  because  this  information  is  a  mili¬ 
tary  sepret.  We  cannot  even  tell  you 
what  afnount  of  money  in  this  military 
authorization  will  go  to  each  of  the  coun¬ 
tries  involved.  For  this  reason  we  are 
at  a  disadvantage  when  some  Member 
says,/“Let  us  knock  $200,000,000  off  of 
this  j  That  appeals  to  the  instincts  of 
all  jpf  us  to  try  to  save  money.  We 
are/in  a  difficult  position  to  justify  why 
we/oppose  such  a  cut. 

First,  let  me  tell  you  that  through¬ 
out  the  entire  hearings  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Fulton],  the 
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ness  loans  outstanding  on  that  date.  How¬ 
ever,  159  of  the  outstanding  loans  were  loans 
over  $500,000  and  amounted  to  more  than 
$253,000,000.  Thus  less  than  iy2  percent  of 
the  total  number  of  outstanding  business 
loans  amounted  to  nearly  one-half  of  the 
total  amount  of  business  loans  outstanding 
on  March  81,  1951,  and  it  is  in  the  “large 
loan  area”  tl*at  the  committee  believes  the 
Corporation’s  pending  authority  should  be 
reconsidered  by  the  Congress  for  the  protec¬ 
tion  of  the  taxpayer  and  the  public. 

Several  important  administrative  improve¬ 
ments  have  been  made  which  the  commit¬ 
tee  feels  will  create  'a  much  healthier  at¬ 
mosphere  in  and  around  the  Reconstruc¬ 
tion  Finance  Corporation  and  regain  the 
confidence  of  the  general  public.  The  public 
Interest  is  being  made  a  condition  precedent 
to  all  loans,  full  publicity  is  being  given  to 
all  successful  loan  applicants,  employment  of 
its  personnel  by  borrowers  has  B^en  prohib¬ 
ited,  and  last  but  not  least  some'-employees 
have  been  dismissed  because  of  the  “im¬ 
propriety”  of  their  actions.  \ 

As  commendable  as  these  actions  are,  the 
committee  nevertheless  believes  that  ttiese 
and  other  changes  should  be  enacted  into 
law  to  make  them  fully  effective.  The  corrf-r 
mittee  feels  very  strongly  that  the  controfv 
over  the  Corporations’  activities  should  be 
strengthened  by  amending  present  law  to 
prohibit  the  Corporation  from  sharing  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  certain  types  of  loans  with 
other  Government  agencies.  This  would 
centralize  the  authority  to  make  such  loans 
and  should  free  the  Corporation  from  the 
severe  criticism  it  might  otherwise  receive  in 
connection  with  some  of  these  loans. 

The  committee  is  likewise  convinced  that 
the  financial  structure  of  the  Reconstruction 
Finance  Corporation  should  be  substantially 
revised.  The  Corporation  is  presently  cap¬ 
italized  at  $100,000,000  with  funds  supplied 
by  the  Treasury,  and  in  addition  has  an 
authorized  lending  authority  of  $1,243,- 
000,000. 

The  committee  supports  the  view  of  the 
Comptroller  General  and  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  task  force  on  Federal  lending  that 
the  capital  fund  and  lending  authority 
should  be  terminated  by  the  Congress  and 
the  Corporation  financed  by  a  revolving  fund 
made  available  through  appropriations.  This 
would  definitely  put  all  of  the  Corporation’s 
lending  programs  under  the  scrutiny  of  the 
appropriations  committees  of  both  Houses  of 
the  Congress,  and  would  place  the  Corpora¬ 
tion’s  activities  more  directly  under  the  con¬ 
trol  of  the  Congress  than  they  are  at  the 
present  time.  A  case  in  point  is  the  proposal 
of  the  Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation  to 
lend  money  to  the  States  and  their  political,- 
subdivisions  for  the  construction  of  bomtf 
shelters.  The  Congress  denied  funds  for  this 
purpose  in  the  Third  Supplemental  Appro¬ 
priation  Act,  1951.  On  March  16,  1951,  the 
Administrator  of  the  Federal  Civil  pefense 
Administration  testified  that  his  "  agency 
would  emphasize  the  shoring  up  erf  existing 
buildings  “instead  of  digging  a  hole  in  the 
ground  and  filling  it  up  with  epherete.”  He 
estimated  the  cost  of  protecting  1  percent 
of  the  population  would  amount  to  $3,000,- 
000,000  if  the  people  were  put  into  deep 
community  shelters  and  Ko  fully  protect  the 
entire  population  would  cost  about  $300,- 
000,000,000,  which  he/termed  fantastic  be¬ 
cause  there  is  not  enough  labor,  steel,  and 
concrete  in  the  country  to  do  it.  Under  these 
circumstances  the-  committee  does  not  think 
that  the  Reconstruction  Finance  Corpora¬ 
tion  should  lend  money  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  bomb' shelters,  certainly  not  until  a 
national  policy  concerning  the  construction 
o^  bomb  shelters  has  been  determined  by  the 
Congress. 

The  committee  is  not  at  all  satisfied  with 
the  present  relationship  between  the  Wash¬ 
ington  office  and  the  field  offices.  There  are 
several  important  reasons  for  this  feeling  of 
dissatisfaction,  the  most  recent  being  the 


Corporation’s  action  of  June  27,  1951,  re¬ 
scinding  the  long-standing  authority  of 
agency  managers  in  the  field  to  approve 
loans  up  to  $100,000  and  requiring  all  loans 
except  disaster  loans  to  be  approved  in 
Washington.  The  reason  given  for  this  or¬ 
der  was  to  assure  uniformity  of  actions  un¬ 
der  the  Corporation’s  new  lending  policy 
outlined  in  Bulletin  No.  2101.  (See  p.  72 
of  the  hearings.)  While  the  committee 
agrees  there  must  be  a  uniform  operating 
policy  within  the  Reconstruction  Finance 
Corporation  it  does  not  agree  that  this  is 
the  way  to  accomplish  this  objective.  Un¬ 
questionably  the  Washington  office  is  finding 
it  difficult  to  coordinate  its  actions  with 
those  of  its  field  offices  not  only  in  the  in¬ 
stance  cited  here  but  also  in  such  impor¬ 
tant  matters  as  budgeting,  financial  report¬ 
ing  and  record  keeping.  Therefore,  the 
committee  directs  the  Administrator  to 
make  a  detailed  study  of  the  Corporation’s 
field  organization  -and  operation,  placing 
special  emphasis  on  the  field  relationships 
with  the  Washington  office  and  submit  a 
complete  report  on  his  findings  and  recom¬ 
mendations  to  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions,  House  of  Representatives,  prior  to  the 
hearings  on  the  Corporation’s  1953  budget 
estimate. 

.  Program  high  lights 

i 

v  [In  millions  of  dollars]  / 
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Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mi\-  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  indi¬ 
vidual  vieyrs  of  the  Senator  from  Con¬ 
necticut  tMr.  Benton],  who  unfortu¬ 
nately  Cannot  be  present,  regarding  the 
minority  views  of  the  subcommittee  on 
the  Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation, 
be  printed  and  made  a  part  of  the  report 
Which  I  have  just  submitted  to  the  Sen¬ 
te. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATIONS,  1952- 
CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  3973)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1952,  and  for  other  purposes, 
and  ask  unanimous  consent  for  its  pres¬ 
ent  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read,  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  report  was  read. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  August  16,  1951,  pp.  10409- 
10411.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  conference  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives  announcing  its 
action  on  certain  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  House  bill  3973,  which  was 
read  as  follows: 

In  the  House  of  Representatives,  U.  S., 

August  17,  1951. 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  frem  its 
disagreement  to  the,'  amendments  of  the 
Senate  numbered  43  and  67  to  the  bill  (H. 
R.  3973)  making  apnrouriations  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for  other  purposes, 
and  concur  therein. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  21,  and  concur  therein  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  as  follows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  nro- 
posed  ,by  said  amendment,  insert  “$2,700,- 

coo.-y 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  30,  and  concur  therein  with  an  amend- 
/ment,  as  follows:  After  the  matter  inserted 
by  the  said  amendment  and  before  the  pe¬ 
riod,  insert:  “:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this 
appropriation  shall  be  available  in  any  na¬ 
tional  forest  in  excess  of  three  times  the 
amount  available  for  such  forest  from 
sources  (including  claims  recognized  by  the 
act  of  December  29,  1950,  arid  receipts  un¬ 
der  J6  U.  S.  C.  500)  other  than  Federal 
sources.” 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  60,  and  concur  therein  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of  the  mat¬ 
ter  stricken  out  and  inserted  by  said  amend¬ 
ment,  insert  “$16,500,000  (and  the  amount 
in  the  last  proviso  in  this  paragraph  is  in¬ 
creased  to  $2,500,000).” 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  concur  in  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  House  to  the  amendments 
of  the  Senate  numbered  21,  30,  and  60. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
LABOR-FEDERAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1922— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  3709)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Labor,  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and 
related  independent  agencies,  for  the  fis¬ 
cal  yeaT  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for 
!  other  purposes,  and  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  for  its  present  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  report  was  read. 

(For  conference  report  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  August  16,  1951,  pp.  10346- 
10350.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  conference  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives  announcing  its 
action  on  certain  amendments  of  the 
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Senate  to  House  bill  3709,  which  was 
read  as  follows: 

In  the  House  of  Representatives,  U.  S., 

August  17,  1951. 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  32,  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  3709) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Department 
of  Labor,  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and 
related  independent  agencies,  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for  other 
purposes,  and  concur  therein. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  131,  and  concur  therein  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter 
proposed  by  said  amendment  insert: 

“Sec.  705.  Where  the  number  of  passen¬ 
ger  cars  for  replacement  only  is  reduced  by 
the  provisions  in  this  act  the  total  number 
of  passenger  cars  in  the  division  or  depart¬ 
ment  concerned  will  be  reduced  by  a  like 
number:  Provided,  That  in  no  event  shall 
the  number  of  passenger-carrying  vehicles 
which  may  be  operated  during  the  current 
fiscal  year  at  the  seat  of  government  under 
any  appropriation  or  authorization  in  this 
act  exceed  50  percent  of  the  number  in  use 
as  of  June  30,  1951.” 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  132,  and  concur  therein  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of  the  mat¬ 
ter  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert : 

“Sec.  706.  No  part  of  any  appropriation 
contained  in  this  act,  except  appropriations 
for  the  Public  Health  Service,  shall  be  used 
to  pay  the  compensation  of  any  employee 
engaged  in  personnel  work  in  excess  of_.  the 
number  that  would  be  provided  by  a  ratio 
of  1  such  employee  to  105,  or  a  part  thereof, 
full-time,  part-time,  and  intermittent  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  agency  concerned:  Provided, 
That  for  purposes  of  this  section  employees 
shall  be  considered  as  engaged  in  personnel 
work  if  they  spend  half  time  or  more  in  per¬ 
sonnel  administration  consisting  of  direc¬ 
tion  and  administration  of  the  personnel 
program:  employment,  placement,  and  sep¬ 
aration;  job  evaluation  and  classification; 
employee  relations  and  services;  training; 
committees  of  expert  examiners  and  boards 
of  civil-service  examiners;  wage  administra¬ 
tion;  and  processing,  recording,  and 
reporting.” 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  concur  in  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  House  to  the  amendments 
of  the  Senate  numbered  131  and  132. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Just  what  business 
was  transacted  a  moment  ago? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Action  was  taken  on 
the  conference  report  on  the  Labor  and 
Federal  Security  appropriation  bill. 
There  was  only  one  disagreement  which 
amounted  to  anything,  and  that  was 
with  respect  to  the  so-called  Jensen 
amendment,  to  which  both  Houses 
agreed  in  a  modified  form. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Did  the  conferees 
sign  a  unanimous  report? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  They  certainly  did. 
The  report  is  signed  by  the  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  House  and  the  conferees 
on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  reason  I  ask  the 
Question  is  that  it  was  my  understanding 
that  there  was  a  question  with  respect 
to  removing  the  limitations  on  personal 
services  in  several  instances. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  so-called  Jensen 
amendment  was  reported  in  disagree¬ 


ment.  The  form  in  which  it  was  finally 
agreed  to  represented  partly  the  Jen¬ 
sen  amendment  and  partly  the  Ferguson 
amendment.  The  following  is  the  form 
in  which  the  amendment  with  respect 
to  personnel,  about  which  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  is  speaking,  was  agreed 
to.  Section  706,  as  agreed  to,  reads  as 
follows: 

Sec.  706.  No  part  of  any  appropriation 
contained  irr  this  act,  except  appropriations 
for  the  Public  Health  Service,  shall  be  used 
to  pay  the  compensation  of  any  employee 
engaged  in  personnel  work  in  excess  of  the 
number  that  would  be  provided  by  a  ratio 
of  one  such  employee  to  one  hundred  and 
five,  or  a  part  thereof,  full-time,  part-time, 
and  intermittent  employees  of  the  agency 
concerned:  Provided,  That  for  purposes  of 
this  section  employees  shall  be  considered 
as  engaged  in  personnel  work  if  they  spend 
half-time  or  more  in  personnel  administra¬ 
tion  consisting  of  direction  and  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  personnel  program;  employment, 
placement,  and  separation;  job  evaluation  i 
and  classification;  employee  relations  and 
services;  training;  committees  of  expert  ex¬ 
aminers  and  boards  of  civil-service  examin¬ 
ers;  wage  administration;  and  processing, 
recording,  and  reporting. 

The  conferees  agreed  on  that  lan¬ 
guage,  but  it  had  to  be  taken  back  to  the  : 
House  because  of  a  technical  disagree¬ 
ment.  Later  the  House  agreed  to  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  amendments  to  ; 
which  I  referred  were  amendments 
numbered  13,  20,  23,  25,  26,  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  amendments  to 
which  the  Senator  refers  have  to  do 
with  public  health  items,  and  the  con¬ 
ferees  were  in  complete  agreement  on 
those. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  have  no  objection. 
MINORITY  VIEWS  OF  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON 

RECONSTRUCTION  FINANCE  CORPORA¬ 
TION  OF  THE  COMMITTEE  ON  BANKING 

AND\CURRENCY 

Mr.  (^APEHART.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  to  the.  desk  minority  views  signed 
by  myself  and  the  junior  Senator  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  BrickprL  The  views,fire  en¬ 
titled  ‘‘Minority  '  Final  Report  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Reconstruction  Fi¬ 
nance  Corporation  of  the  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Currency  .'Pursuant  to  Sen¬ 
ate  Resolution  219,  Eighty-first  Con¬ 
gress.”  I  ask  that  the  minority  views  be 
printed  as  a  Senate  documeht. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  there 
objection?  \ 

The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it  ik  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  yield? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Yes;  gladly. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Am  I  to  under¬ 
stand  that  the  views  submitted  by  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  are  to  be  made  a 
part  of  the  document  to  which  I  have 
just  referred? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Yes.  I  am  glad  the 
Senator  fybm  Arkansas  has  called  my  at¬ 
tention  to  that  fact.  I  should  like  to 
state  my  understanding  of  the  vote  in 
the  subcommittee.  A  majority  report 
has  been  filed.  I  now  file  my  minority 
views.  The  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Benton]  has  filed  his  individual 
views.  Other  Senators  are  given  an  op¬ 
portunity,  until  Thursday  noon,  to  file 
individual  views  or  minority  views.  The 


majority  report,  the  minority  views,  and 
the  individual  views  will  be  printed  as 
one  document.  That,  I  believe,  is  ex¬ 
actly  in  line  with  the  vote  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  of  the  Committee  on  Bank¬ 
ing  and  Currency. 

Mr.  President,  inasmuch  as  I  was 
handed  this  morning,  for  the  first  time, 
the  individual  views  of  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Connecticut,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  answer  his  individual  views. 
Therefore,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
my  answer  be  printed  as  a  part  of  the 
official  document  to  which  reference  has 
been  made,  as  though  I  had  filed  the 
reply  with  the  Senate  as  a  part  of  my 
minority  views. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do  not  quite  un¬ 
derstand  the  request  of  the  Senator  from 
Indiana,  or  the  significance  of  it. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  hold  in  my  hand 
the  individual  views  of  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut,  which  were  filed  with  the 
Senate  today.  They  will  be  printed  as 
a  part  of  the  document  containing  the 
majority  report  and  the  minority  views 
of  the  committee.  I  am  asking  that  my 
remarks  in  respect  to  the  individual 
views  of  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
be  likewise  printed  as  part  of  the  docu¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  I  am  not  cer¬ 
tain  whether  such  a  request  is  in  accord 
with  the  agreement  of  the  members  of 
the  committee.  It  would  be  in  the  nature 
of  surrebuttal,  it  seems  to  me.  As  I  re¬ 
call  the  action  of  the  committee,  addi¬ 
tional  views  were  to  be  limited  to  in¬ 
dividual  views  and  minority  views. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  should  think  that 
what  I  was  about  to  state  would  by  my 
individual  views. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  have  no  personal 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Indiana,  but  it  would  seem  to  me 
that  there  would  have  to  be  some  limit 
placed  on  the  number  of  individual  views 
which  may  be  printed  as  a  part  of  the 
document. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  believe  no  limit 
has  been  placed  on  the  number  of  indi¬ 
vidual  views  which  may  be  filed  up  to 
Thursday  noon. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  has 
reference  to  individual  views  with  respect 
to  the  minority  views.  The  minority 
views  had  been  made  available  to  the 
committee  late  on  Thursday.  I  am  not 
clear  whether  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  is  in  accord  with  the  vote 
of  the  committee  on  that  subject. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Then  I  shall  with¬ 
draw  my  request,  and  I  shall  talk  upon 
th'a  subject.  In  that  way  my  views  will 
go  into  the  Record.  Subsequently  I  shall 
file  my  individual  views,  which  will  be 
made  a  part  of  the  complete  report,  qs’l 
have  a  right  to  do,  provided  I  do  so  before 
Thursday  noon. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do  not  wish  to  be 
put  in  the  position  of  objecting  to  the  r*"'m 
quest  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana. 

am  trying  to  clarifysJhe  effect  of  _ _ 

vote  of  the  subcommittee.  I  do  not  wish, 
to  object  to  the  request  "hf  the  Senator 
from  Indiana.  I  am  onlyvqtating  that 
I  am  not  clear  with  respect  to  my  under-  ■ 
standing  of  the  vote  of  the  committee 
in  that  respect.  I  believe  the  staff  cl 
the  committee  should  be  consulted.'" 


Public  Law  134  -  82d  Congress 
Chapter  373  -  1st  Session 
H.  R.  3709 

AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Labor,  the  Federal  Security 
Agency,  and  related  independent  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1952,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the  following 
sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  other¬ 
wise  appropriated,  for  the  Department  of  Labor,  the  Federal  Security 
Agency,  and  related  independent  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1952,  namely : 

TITLE  I— DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 


OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

Salaries  and  expenses :  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  (hereafter  in  this  title  referred  to  as  the  Secretary ) , 
including  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ;  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  one  passenger  motor 
vehicle  for  replacement  only;  teletype  news  service;  and  payment  m 
advance  when  authorized  by  the  Secretary  for  dues  or  fees  for  library 
membership  in  organizations  whose  publications  are  available  to  mem¬ 
bers  only  or  to  members  at  a  price  lower  than  to  the  general  public ; 
$1,350,000. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Office  of  the  Solicitor :  For  expenses  necessary 
for  the  Office  of  the  Solicitor,  $1,600,000. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Labor  Standards :  For  expenses 
necessary  for  the  promotion  of  industrial  safety,  employment  stabiliza¬ 
tion,  and  amicable  industrial  relations  for  labor  and  industry;  per¬ 
formance  of  safety  functions  of  the  Secretary  under  the  Federal 
Employees’  Compensation  Act,  as  amended  (5  U.  b.  L.  <84  (c) )  ,  per¬ 
formance  of  the  functions  vested  in  the  Secretary  by  title  I  of  the 
Labor-Management  Relations  Act,  1947  (29  U.  S.  C.  159  (f)  and  (g) ) , 
and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  for  the  work  of  the  President  s  Committee 
on  National  Employ  the  Physically  Handicapped  Week,  as  authorized 
by  the  Act  of  July  11, 1949  (63  Stat.  409) ,  including  purchase  of  reports 
and  of  material  for  informational  exhibits ;  and  expenses  of  attendance 
of  cooperating  officials  and  consultants  at  conferences  concerned  with 
the  work  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Standards;  $688,000,  of  which  not 
more  than  $604,870  shall  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Veterans  Reemployment  Rigms- 
For  expenses  necessary  to  render  assistance  in  connection  with  t  le 
exercise  of  reemployment  rights  of  veterans  under  section  8  of  the 
Selective  Training  and  Service  Act  of  1940,  as  amended  (50  U.  b.  L., 
App.  308),  the  Service  Extension  Act  of  1941,  as  amended,  the  Army 
Reserve  and  Retired  Personnel  Service  Law  of 

section  9  (h)  of  title  I  of  the  Selective  Service  Act  of  1948  (50  U.  S.  C., 
App.  459  (h)),  and,  under  the  Act  of  June  23,  1943,  as  amended  (50 

TT  S  C  App  1472),  of  persons  who  have  performed  service  in  the 

Merchant  Marine,  $265,758,  of  which  not  more  than  $213,603  shall  be 
available  for  personal  services. 

BUREAU  OF  APPRENTICESHIP 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  conduct  a  program  of  encouraging  apprentice  training,  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Act  of  August  16,  1937  (29  U.  S.  C.  50),  $2,600,000, 


Pub.  Law  134 


-2- 


of  which  not  more  than  $2,188,680  shall  be  available  for  personal 
services. 

bureau  of  employment  security 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  general 
administration  of  the  employment  service  and  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation  programs,  including  temporary  employment  of  persons, 
without  regard  to  the  civil  service  laws,  for  the  farm  placement 
migratory  labor  program;  for  cooperation  with  the  United  States 
Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service  and  the  Secretary  of  State 
in  negotiating  and  carrying  out  agreements  relating  to  the  employ¬ 
ment  of  foreign  agricultural  workers,  subject  to  the  immigration  laws 
and  when  necessary  to  supplement  the  domestic  labor  force ;  and  not 
to  exceed  $10,000  for  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act 
of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ;  $5,016,919,  of  which  $1,300,000 
shall  be  for  carrying  into  effect  the  provisions  of  title  IV  (except 
section  602)  of  the  Servicemen’s  Readjustment  Act  of  1944  and  of 
which  not  more  than  $4,200,000  shall  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Grants  to  States  for  unemployment  compensation  and  employment 
service  administration:  For  grants  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  as  amended  (29  U.  S.  C.  49-49n),  for  carry¬ 
ing  into  effect  section  602  of  the  Servicemen’s  Readjustment  Act  of 
1944,  for  grants  to  the  States  as  authorized  in  title  III  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  C.  501-503),  including,  upon  the 
request  of  any  State,  the  purchase  of  equipment  and  the  payment  of 
rental  for  space  made  available  to  such  State  in  lieu  of  grants  for  such 
purpose,  and  for  necessary  expenses  in  connection  with  the  operation 
of  employment  office  facilities  and  services  in  the  District  of  Columbia, 
$164,560,000,  of  which  $5,000,000  shall  be  available  only  to  the 
extent  that  the  Secretary  finds  necessary  to  meet  increased  costs  of 
administration  resulting  from  changes  in  a  State  law  or  increases  in  the 
numbers  of  claims  filed  and  claims  paid  or  salary  costs  over  those  upon 
which  the  State’s  basic  grant  (or  the  allocation  for  the  District  of 
Columbia)  was  based,  which  increased  costs  of  administration  cannot 
be  provided  for  by  normal  budgetary  adjustments:  Provided ,  That 
notwithstanding  any  provision  to  the  contrary  in  section  302  (a)  of 
the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  shall  from 
time  to  time  certify  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for  payment  to 
each  State  found  to  be  in  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Act 
of  June  6,  1933,  and,  except  in  the  case  of  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin 
Islands,  with  the  provisions  of  section  303  of  the  Social  Security  Act, 
as  amended,  such  amounts  as  he  determines  to  be  necessary  for  the 
proper  and  efficient  administration  of  its  unemployment  compensation 
law  and  of  its  public  employment  offices :  Provided  further ,  That  such 
amounts  as  may  be  agreed  upon  by  the  Department  of  Labor  and  the 
Post  Office  Department  shall  be  used  for  the  payment,  in  such  manner 
as  said  parties  may  jointly  determine,  of  postage  for  the  transmission 
of  official  mail  matter  in  connection  with  the  administration  of  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation  systems  and  employment  services  by  States 
receiving  grants  herefrom. 

In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  said  Act  of  June  6,  1933,  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  303  (a)  (1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended, 
relating  to  the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  personnel  standards 
on  a  merit  basis,  shall  apply. 

None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  title  to  the  Bureau  of  Em¬ 
ployment  Security  for  grants-in-aid  of  State  agencies  to  cover,  in 
whole  or  in  part,  the  cost  of  operation  of  said  agencies  including  the 
salaries  and  expenses  of  officers  and  employees  of  said  agencies,  shall 
be  withheld  from  the  said  agencies  of  any  States  which  have  established 
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by  legislative  enactment  and  have  in  operation  a  merit  system  and 
classification  and  compensation  plan  covering  the  selection,  tenure  in 
office,  and  compensation  of  their  employees,  because  of  any  disapproval 
of  their  personnel  or  the  manner  of  their  selection  by  the  agencies 
of  the  said  States,  or  the  rates  of  pay  of  said  officers  or  employees. 

Grants  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year :  For  making,  after  May 
31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  payments  to  States  under  title  III  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  and  under  the  Act  of  June  6,  1933, 
as  amended,  for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year,  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary,  the  obligations  incurred  and  the  expendi¬ 
tures  made  thereunder  for  payments  under  such  title  and  under  such 
Act  of  June  6,  1933,  to  be  charged  to  the  appropriation  therefor  for 
that  fiscal  year. 

bureau  or  employees’  compensation 


Salaries  and  expenses:  For  necessary  administrative  expenses  and 
not  to  exceed  $46,000  for  the  Employees’  Compensation  Board  of 
Appeals,  $1,887,816,  of  which  not  more  than  $1,618,499  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  personal  services,  together  with  not  to  exceed  $122,000  to  be 
derived  from  the  War  Claims  Fund  created  by  section  13  (a)  of  the 
War  Claims  Act  of  1948  (50  U.  S.  C.  2012) . 

Employees’  compensation  fund :  For  the  payment  of  compensation 
and  other  benefits  and  expenses  (except  administrative  expenses) 
authorized  by  law  and  accruing  during  the  current  or  any  prior  fiscal 
year,  including  payments  to  other  Federal  agencies  for  medical  and 
hospital  services  pursuant  to  agreement  approved  by  the  Bureau  of 
Employees’  Compensation;  continuation  of  payment  of  benefits  as 
provided  for  under  the  head  “Civilian  War  Benefits”  m  the  Federal 
Security  Agency  Appropriation  Act,  1947 ;  the  advancement  of  costs 
for  enforcement  of  recoveries  in  third-party  cases;  the  furnishing  of 
medical  and  hospital  services  and  supplies,  treatment,  and  funeral 
and  burial  expenses,  including  transportation  and  other  expenses 
incidental  to  such  services,  treatment,  and  burial,  for  such  enrollees 
of  the  Civilian  Conservation  Corps  as  were  certified  by  the  Director 
of  such  Corps  as  receiving  hospital  services  and  treatment  at  Govern¬ 
ment  expense  on  June  30,  1943,  and  who  are  not  otherwise  entitled 
thereto  as  civilian  employees  of  the  United  States,  and  the  limitabons 
and  authority  of  the  Act  of  September  7, 1916,  as  amended  (  5  U.  S.  O. 
796),  shall  apply  in  providing  such  services,  treatment,  expenses 
in  such  cases;  $30,000,000,  together  with  not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  to 
be  derived  from  the  War  Claims  Fund  created  by  section  13  (a)  of 
the  War  Claims  Act  of  1948  (50  U.  S.  C.  2012)  and  to  be  available 
for  payments  pursuant  to  sections  4  (c)  and  5  (1)  of  such  Act,  which 
amounts  may  be  accounted  for  as  one  fund. 


bureau  of  labor  statistics 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  work  of 
the  Bureau,  including  advances  or  reimbursement  to  State,  b  ederal, 
and  local  agencies  and  their  employees  for  services  rendered,  and  not 
to  exceed  $15,000  for  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act 
of  August  2, 1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a) ,  $5,371,352,  of  which  not  more  than 
$4,530,755  shall  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Revision  of  consumers’  price  index For  expenses  necessary  to 
enable  the  Bureau  to  complete  the  revision  of  the  Consumers  Price 
Index,  including  temporary  employees  at  rates  to  be  fixed  by  the 
Secretary  without  regard  to  the  civil  service  and  classification  laws 
and  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Act  of  1945,  as  amended;  and  services 
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as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C. 
55a) ;  $1,072,825. 

women’s  bureau 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  work  of  the 
Women’s  Bureau,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  June  5, 1920  (29  U.  S.  C. 
11-16),  including  purchase  of  reports  and  material  for  informational 
exhibits,  $379,285,  of  which  not'  more  than  $317,581  shall  be  available 
for  personal  services. 

WAGE  AND  HOUR  DIVISION 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  performing  the 
duties  imposed  by  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
and  the  Act  to  provide  conditions  for  the  purchase  of  supplies  and  the 
making  of  contracts  by  the  United  States,  approved  June  30,  1936 
(41  U.  S.  C.  38),  including  reimbursement  to  State,  Federal,  and 
local  agencies  and  their  employees  for  inspection  services  rendered, 
and  for  expenses  of  attendance  of  cooperating  officials  and  consultants 
at  conferences  concerned  with  the  work  of  the  Division,  $8,000,000,  of 
which  not  more  than  $6,859,200  shall  be  available  for  personal  services. 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  102.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for  salaries  and 
expenses  shall  be  available  for  stenographic  reporting  services  as 
authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 1946  (  5  U.  S.  C.  55a), 
for  examination  of  estimates  of  appropriations  in  the- field,  and  for 
expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  function  or 
activity  for  which  any  such  appropriation  is  made. 

Sec.  103.  Not  to  exceed  5  per  centum  of  any  appropriation  in  this 
title  may  be  transferred  to  any  other  such  appropriation  but  no  such 
appropriation  shall  be  increased  by  more  than  5  per  centum  by  any 
such  transfer:  Provided ,  That  no  such  transfer  shall  be  used  for 
creation  of  new  functions  within  the  Department. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Labor  Appropriation 
Act,  1952”.  ^  1 

TITLE  II— FEDERAL  SECURITY  AGENCY 

AMERICAN  PRINTING  HOUSE  FOR  THE  BLIND 

Education  of  the  blind:  For  carrying  out  the  Act  of  August  4 
1919,  as  amended  (20  U.  S.  C.  101),  $115,000. 

COLUMBIA  INSTITUTION  FOR  THE  DEAF 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  the  partial  support  of  Columbia  Insti¬ 
tution  for  the  Deaf,  including  personal  services  and  miscellaneous 
expenses,  and  repairs  and  improvements,  $390,000. 

FOOD  AND  DRUG  ADMINISTRATION 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the 
Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act,  as  amended  (21  U.  &  C.  301- 
392,  Public  Law  459,  approved  March  16,  1950)  ;  the  Tea  Importation 
Act,  as  amended  (21  U.  S.  C.  41-50) ;  the  Import  Milk  Act  (21  U.  S.  C. 
141-149) ;  the  Federal  Caustic  Poison  Act  (15  U.  S.  C.  401-411) ;  and 
the  Filled  Milk  Act,  as  amended  (21  U.  S.  C.  61-64) ;  including  the 
purchase  of  not  to  exceed  five  passenger  motor  vehicles,  of  which  two 
shall  be  for  replacement  only;  reporting  and  illustrating  the  results  of 


-5- 


Pub.  Law  134 


investigations ;  purchase  of  chemicals,  apparatus,  and  scientific  equip¬ 
ment;  not  to  exceed  $2,000  for  payment  in  advance  for  special  tests 
and  analyses  by  contract ;  and  payment  of  fees,  travel,  and  per  diem 
in  connection  with  studies  of  new  developments  pertinent  to  food  and 
drug  enforcement  operations;  $5,300,000,  of  which  not  more  than 
$4,361,900  shall  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  certification  and  inspection  services :  F or  ex¬ 
penses  necessary  for  the  certification  or  inspection  of  certain  products 
in  accordance  with  sections  406,  504,  506,  507,  604,  702A,  and  706  of 
the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act,  as  amended  (21  U.  S.  C. 
346,  354,  356,  357,  364,  372a,  and  376),  the  aggregate  of  the  advance 
deposits  during  the  current  fiscal  year  to  cover  payment  of  fees  by 
applicants  for  certification  or  inspection  of  such  products,  to  remain 
available  until  expended.  The  total  amount  herein  appropriated  shall 
be  available  for  personal  services;  purchase  of  chemicals,  apparatus, 
and  scientific  equipment;  and  the  refund  of  advance  deposits  for  which 
no  service  has  been  rendered. 

freedmen’s  hospital, 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  operation  and 
maintenance,  including  repairs;  purchase  of  one  passenger  motor 
vehicle  for  replacement  only ;  furnishing,  repairing,  and  cleaning  ot 
wearing  apparel  used  by  employees  in  the  performance  of  their  omcial 
duties;  transfer  of  funds  to  the  appropriation  “Salaries  and  expenses, 
Howard  University”  for  salaries  of  technical  and  professional  per¬ 
sonnel  detailed  to  the  hospital;  payments  to  the  appropriation  of 
Howard  University  for  instruction  of  nurses  and  actual  cost  of  heat, 
light,  and  power  furnished  by  such  university;  $2,631,500:  Provided , 
That  no  intern  or  resident  physician  receiving  compensation  from  this 
appropriation  on  a  full-time  basis  shall  receive  compensation  in  the 
form  of  wages  or  salary  from  any  other  appropriation  in  this  title . 
Provided  further ,  That  the  District  of  Columbia  shall  pay  by  check  to 
Freedmen’s  Hospital,  upon  the  Surgeon  General’s  request,  m  advance 
at  the  beginning  of  each  quarter,  such  amount  as  the  Surgeon  (jeneral 
calculates  will  be  earned  on  the  basis  of  rates  approved  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  for  the  care  of  patients  certified  by  the  District  of 
Columbia.  Bills  rendered  by  the  Surgeon  General  on  the  basis  of  such 
calculations  shall  not  be  subject  to  audit  or  certification  in  advance  of 
payment;  but  proper  adjustment  of  amounts  which  have  been  paid  in 
advance  on  the  basis  of  such  calculations  shall  be  made  at  the  end  of 
each  quarter :  Provided  further ,  That  the  Surgeon  General  may  dele¬ 
gate  the  responsibilities  imposed  upon  him  by  the  foregoing  proviso. 

HOWARD  UNIVERSITY 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  the  partial  support  of  Howard  Univer¬ 
sity,  including  personal  services  and  miscellaneous  expenses  and 
repairs  to  buildings  and  grounds,  $2,475,000. 

Plans  and  specifications :  For  the  preparation  of  plans  and  speci¬ 
fications  for  construction,  under  the  supervision  of  the  General  Serv¬ 
ices  Administration,  on  the  grounds  of  Howard  University  of  a 
pharmacy  building,  including  engineering  and  architectural  services, 
advertising,  and  travel,  $55,500,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

Construction  of  buildings:  For  construction  of  buildings  on  the 
grounds  of  Howard  University,  under  the  supervision  of  the  General 
Services  Administration,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  as 
follows : 
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For  construction  of  a  pharmacy  building,  together  with  alterations 
and  installations  in  connection  with  such  construction,  including  engi¬ 
neering  and  architectural  services,  and  travel,  $904,500; 

For  payment  of  obligations  incurred  under  authority  provided 
under  this  head  in  the  First  Deficiency  Appropriation  Act,  1948,  as 
amended  by  the  Second  Deficiency  Appropriation  Act,  1949,  to  enter 
into  contracts  for  construction  of  an  engineering  building,  $332,000. 

OFFICE  OF  EDUCATION 

Promotion  and  further  development  of  vocational  education :  For 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  3  of  the  Vocational  Education 
Act  of  1946  (20  U.  S.  C.  15),  section  4  of  the  Act  of  March  10,  1924 
(20  U.  S.  C.  29),  and  section  1  of  the  Act  of  March  3, 1931  (20  U.  S.  C. 
30)  and  the  Act  of  March  18,  1950  (Public  Law  462),  $19,123,261: 
Provided ,  That  the  apportionment  to  the  States  under  the  Vocational 
Education  Act  of  1946  shall  be  computed  on  the  basis  of  not  to  exceed 
$18,948,261  for  the  current  fiscal  year:  Provided  further ,  That  not 
more  than  $900,000  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  voca¬ 
tional  education  in  distributive  occupations. 

Further  endowment  of  colleges  of  agriculture  and  the  mechanic 
arts :  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  22  of  the  Act  of  June 
29,  1935  (7  U.  S.  C.  329 ),  $2,480,000. 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Office  of 
Education,  including  surveys,  studies,  investigations,  and  reports 
regarding  libraries;  fostering  coordination  of  public  and  school 
library  service;  coordination  of  library  service  on  the  national  level 
with  other  forms  of  adult  education;  developing  library  participation 
in  Federal  projects;  fostering  Nation-wide  coordination  of  research 
materials  among  libraries,  interstate  library  coordination  and  the 
development  of  library  service  throughout  the  country;  purchase,  dis¬ 
tribution,  and  exchange  of  educational  documents,  motion-picture 
films,  and  lantern  slides;  collection,  exchange,  and  cataloging  of 
educational  apparatus  and  appliances,  articles  of  school  furniture 
and  models  of  school  buildings  illustrative  of  foreign  and  domestic 
systems  and  methods  of  education,  and  repairing  the  same ;  $3,397,706, 
of  which  not  more  than  $2,893,577  shall  be  available  for  personal 
services,  and  of  which  not  less  than  $500,000  shall  be  available  for 
the  Division  of  Vocational  Education  as  authorized:  Provided ,  That 
all  receipts  from,  non-Federal  agencies  representing  reimbursement 
for  expenses  of  travel  of  employees  of  the  Office  of  Education  per¬ 
forming  advisory  functions  to  said  agencies  shall  be  deposited  in  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States  to  the  credit  of  this  appropriation. 

Payments  to  school  districts:  For  payments  to  local  educational 
agencies  for  the  maintenance  and  operation  of  schools  as  authorized 
by  the  Act  of  September  30,  1950  (Public  Law  874),  $40,000,000: 
Provided ,  That  this  appropriation  shall  also  be  available  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  section  6  of  such  Act. 

SCHOOL  CONSTRUCTION 

For  providing  school  facilities  and  for  grants  to  local  educational 
agencies  in  federally  affected  areas,  as  authorized  by  title  II  of  the 
Act  of  September  23,  1950  (Public  Law  815),  to  remain  available 
until  expended,  $75,000,000,  of  which  $25,000,000  is  for  payment  of 
obligations  incurred  under  authority  granted  for  the  foregoing  pur¬ 
pose  in  the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1951. 
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OFFICE  OF  VOCATIONAL  REHABILITATION 

Payments  to  States  (including  Alaska,  Hawaii,  and  Puerto  Rico)  : 

For  payments  to  States  (including  Alaska,  Hawaii,  and  Puerto  Rico) 
in  accordance  with  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Act,  as  amended 
(29  U.  S.  C.,  ch.  4),  including  payments,  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  of  the  Administrator,  for  one-half  of  necessary  expenditures  for 
the  acquisition  of  vending  stands  or  other  equipment  in  accordance 
with  section  3  (a)  (3)  (C)  of  said  Act  for  the  use  of  blind  persons, 
such  stands  or  other  equipment  to  be  controlled  by  the  State  agency, 
$21,500,000,  of  which  not  to  exceed  $175,000  shall  be  available  to 
the  Federal  Security  Administrator  for  providing  rehabilitation 
services  to  disabled  residents  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  as  authorized 
by  section  6  of  said  Act,  which  latter  amount  shall  be  available  for 
administrative  expenses  in  connection  with  providing  such  services  in 
the  District  of  Columbia  :  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed  15  per  centum 
of  the  appropriation  shall  be  used  for  administrative  purposes. 

Payments  to  States  (including  Alaska,  Hawaii,  and  Puerto  Rico), 
next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For  making,  after  May  31  of  the  current 
fiscal  year,  payments  to  States  in  accordance  with  the  Vocational 
Rehabilitation  Act,  as  amended  (including  the  objects  specified  in 
the  preceding  paragraph),  for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding 
fiscal  year  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary,  the  obligations  incurred 
and  the  expenditures  made  thereunder  to  be  charged  to  the  appro¬ 
priation  therefor  for  that  fiscal  year :  Provided ,  That  the  payments 
made  pursuant  to  this  paragraph  shall  not  exceed  the  amount  paid 
to  the  States  for  the  first  quarter  of  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Salaries  and  expenses :  For  expenses  necessary  in  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Act,  as  amended,  and  of 
the  Act  approved  June  20,  1936  (20  U.  S.  C.,  ch.  6A),  including  not 
to  exceed  $3,000  for  production,  purchase,  and  distribution  of  educa¬ 
tional  films;  $675,620,  of  which  not  more  than  $558,220  shall  be 
available  for  personal  services. 

PUBLIC  HEALTH  SERVICE 

For  necessary  expenses  in  carrying  out  the  Public  Health  Service 
Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  C.,  c'h.  6A)  (hereinafter  referred  to  as 
the  Act),  and  other  Acts,  including  (with  the  exception  of  the  appro-  « 
priation  “Pay,  and  so  forth,  commissioned  officers,  Public  Health 
Service”)  purchase  of  reports,  documents,  and  other  material  for 
publication ;  preparation  and  display  of  posters  and  exhibits  by  con¬ 
tract  or  otherwise;  packing,  unpacking,  crating,  uncrating,  drayage, 
and  transportation  of  personal  effects  of  commissioned  officers  and 
transportation  of  their  dependents  on  change  of  station ;  and  increased 
allowances  to  Reserve  officers  for  foreign  service;  as  follows: 

Venereal  diseases:  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  sections  314  (a) 
and  363  of  the  Act  with  respect  to  venereal  diseases  including  the 
operation  and  maintenance  of  centers  for  the  diagnosis,  treatment, 
support,  and  clothing  of  persons  afflicted  with  venereal  diseases; 
transportation  and  subsistence  of  such  persons  and  their  attendants 
to  and  from  the  place  of  treatment  or  allowance  in  lieu  thereof ;  diag¬ 
nosis  and  treatment  (including  emergency  treatment  for  other  ill¬ 
nesses)  of  such  persons  through  contracts  with  physicians  and 
hospitals  and  other  appropriate  institutions;  fees  for  case  finding 
and  referral  to  such  centers  of  voluntary  patients ;  reasonable  expenses 
of  preparing  remains  or  burial  of  deceased  patients recreational 
supplies  and  equipment;  leasing  of  facilities  and  repair  and  altera¬ 
tion  of  leased  facilities;  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  seven  passenger 
motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only,  and  for  grants  of  money,  services, 
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supplies,  equipment,  and  use  of  facilities  to  States,  as  defined  in  the 
Act,  and  with  the  approval  of  the  respective  State  health  authorities, 
to  counties,  health  districts,  and  other  political  subdivisions  of  the 
States,  for  the  foregoing  purposes,  in  such  amounts  and  upon  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  the  Surgeon  General  may  determine; 
$11,653,360. 

Tuberculosis:  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  section  314  (b)  of  the 
Act,  $8,745,000. 

Assistance  to  States,  general :  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  section 
314  (c)  of  the  Act;  to  provide  consultative  services  to  States  pursu¬ 
ant  to  section  311  of  the  Act;  to  make  field  investigations  and  demon¬ 
strations  pursuant  to  section  301  of  the  Act;  and  to  provide  for 
collecting  and  compiling  mortality,  morbidity,  and  vital  statistics 
(including  procurement  by  contract  of  transcripts  of  State,  munici¬ 
pal,  and  other  records),  including  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  five 
passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only;  $15,960,000. 

Communicable  diseases :  To  carry  out,  except  as  otherwise  provided 
for,  those  provisions  of  sections  301,  311,  361,  and  704  of  the  Act 
relating  to  the  prevention  and  suppression  of  communicable  and  pre¬ 
ventable  diseases,  and  the  interstate  transmission  and  spread  thereof, 
including  the  purchase,  erection,  and  maintenance  of  portable  build¬ 
ings  ;  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  ten  passenger  motor  vehicles  and 
two  aircraft  for  replacement  only ;  and  hire,  maintenance,  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  aircraft;  $5,915,747. 

Engineering,  sanitation,  and  industrial  hygiene:  For  expenses,  not 
otherwise  provided,  necessary  to  carry  out  those  provisions  of  sections 
301,  311,  and  361  of  the  Act  relating  to  sanitation  and  other  aspects 
of  environmental  health,  including  enforcement  of  applicable  quaran¬ 
tine  laws  and  interstate  quarantine  regulations,  and  for  carrying  out 
the  purposes  of  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  (33  U.  S.  C. 
466-466  (j)),  including  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  four  passenger 
motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only ;  $3,648,1 58. 

Grants,  wTater  pollution  control:  For  grants  to  carry  out  section 
8  (a)  of  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  (33  U.  S.  C.  466-466  (j)), 
$900,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

Disease  and  sanitation  investigations  and  control,  Territory  of 
Alaska :  To  enable  the  Surgeon  General  to  conduct,  in  the  Service,  and 
to  cooperate  with  and  assist  the  Territory  of  Alaska  in  the  conduct  of, 
activities  necessary  in  the  investigation,  prevention,  treatment,  and 
control  of  diseases,  and  the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  health 
and  sanitation  services  pursuant  to  and  for  the  purposes  specified  in 
sections  301,  311,  314  (without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  subsections 
(d),  (f),  (h),  and  (j)  and  the  limitations  set  forth  in  subsection  (c) 
of  such  section),  361,  363,  and  704  of  the  Act,  including  the  purchase 
of  one  passenger  motor  vehicle,  and  hire,  operation,  and  maintenance 
of  aircraft,  $1,211,129  :  Provided ,  That  property  of  the  Public  Health 
Service  located  in  Alaska  and  used  in  carrying  out  the  activities 
herein  authorized  may  be  transferred,  without  reimbursement,  to  the 
Territory  of  Alaska  at  the  discretion  of  the  Surgeon  General. 

Buildings  and  facilities,  Cincinnati,  Ohio:  For  payment  of  <bli- 
gations  incurred  pursuant  to  authority  granted  under  the  head 
“Buildings  and  facilities,  Cincinnati,  Ohio,”  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration,  in  the  Independent  Offices  Appropriation  Act,  1951, 
$2,400,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

Grants  for  hospital  construction :  For  payments  for  hospital  con¬ 
struction  under  part  C,  title  VI,  of  the  Act,  as  amended,  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  $182,500,000,  of  which  $100,000,000  is  for 
payment  of  obligations  incurred  under  authority  heretofore  granted 
under  this  head :  Provided ,  That  allotments  under  such  part  C  to  the 
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several  States  for  the  current  fiscal  year  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of 
an  amount  equal  to  that  part  of  the  appropriation  granted  herein 
which  is  available  for  new  obligations. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  hospital  construction  services:  For  salaries 
and  expenses  incident  to  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Act,  as  amended, 
including  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  one  passenger  motor  vehicle 
for  replacement  only,  $1,166,465. 

Hospitals  and  medical  care :  For  carrying  out  the  functions  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  under  the  Act  of  August  8,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C. 
150),  and  under  sections  321,  322,  324,  326,  331,  332,  341,  343,  344, 
502,  504,  and  710  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Act,  and  Executive 
Order  9079  of  February  26,  1942,  including  purchase  and  exchange  of 
farm  products  and  livestock;  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  nine  passenger 
motor  vehicles,  including  four  ambulances,  for  replacement  only ;  and 
firearms  and  ammunition ;  $30,200,000 :  Provided ,  That  when  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Health  Service  establishes  or  operates  a  health  service  program 
for  any  department  or  agency,  payment  for  the  estimated  cost  shall  be 
made  in  advance  for  deposit  to  the  credit  of  this  appropriation. 

Foreign  quarantine  service:  For  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  sec¬ 
tions  361  to  369  of  the  Act,  relating  to  preventing  the  introduction  of 
communicable  diseases  from  foreign  countries,  the  medical  examina¬ 
tion  of  aliens  in  accordance  with  section  325  of  the  Act,  and  the  care 
and  treatment  of  quarantine  detainees  pursuant  to  section  322  (e)  of 
the  Act  in  private  or  other  public  hospitals  when  facilities  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  are  not  available,  including  insurance  of  offi¬ 
cial  motor  vehicles  in  foreign  countries  when  required  by  law  of  such 
countries;  and  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  five  passenger  motor 
vehicles  for  replacement  only;  $2,900,000. 

National  Institutes  of  Health,  operating  expenses :  For  the  activities 
of  the  National  Institutes  of  Health,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  includ¬ 
ing  research  fellowships  and  grants  for  research  projects  pursuant  to 
section  301  of  the  Act;  the  regulation  and  preparation  of  biologic 
products ;  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  three  passenger  motor  vehicles 
for  replacement  only;  not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  entertainment  of  visit¬ 
ing  scientists  when  specifically  approved  by  the  Surgeon  General; 
erection  of  temporary  structures;  and  grants  of  adrenocorticotropic 
hormone  (ACTH),  cortisone,  and  other  chemical  substances,  and  for 
development  of  other  related  compounds;  $15,500,000. 

National  Cancer  Institute :  To  enable  the  Surgeon  General,  upon  the 
recommendations  of  the  National  Advisory  Cancer  Council,  to  make 
grants-in-aid  for  research  and  training  projects  relating  to  cancer;  to 
cooperate  with  State  health  agencies,  and  other  public  and  private 
nonprofit  institutions,  in  the  prevention,  control,  and  eradication  of 
cancer  by  providing  consultative  services,  demonstrations,  and  grants- 
in-aid  ;  for  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  two  passenger  motor  vehicles 
for  replacement  only;  and  to  otherwise  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
title  IV,  part  A,  of  the  Act;  $19,500,000,  of  which  not  less  than 
$4,625,000  shall  be  available  exclusively  for  payment  of  obligations 
for  research  and  training  grants  incurred  under  authority  heretofore 
granted  under  this  head. 

Mental  health  activities :  For  expenses  necessary  for  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  sections  301,  302,  303,  311,  312,  and  314  (c)  of  the 
Act  with  respect  to  mental  diseases,  $10,518,987,  of  which  not  less 
than  $573,000  shall  be  available  exclusively  for  payment  of  obliga¬ 
tions  for  research  and  training  grants  incurred  under  authority 
heretofore  granted  under  this  head. 

National  Heart  Institute :  For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  the  National  Heart  Act,  including  the  purchase  of  not  to 
exceed  one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replacement  only,  $10,000,000. 
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Dental  health  activities:  For  expenses  not  otherwise  provided  for, 
necessary  to  enable  the  Surgeon  General  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
the  Act  with  respect  to  dental  diseases  and  conditions,  $1,598,654. 

Construction  of  research  facilities:  For  construction  of  research 
facilities,  to  be  transferred  (except  such  part  as  may  be  necessary  for 
incidental  expenses  and  purchase  of  equipment  by  the  Public  Health 
Service)  to  the  General  Services  Administration,  and  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended,  as  follows : 

For  continuation  of  construction  of  a  combined  hospital  and  research 
building  as  authorized  under  this  head  in  the  Federal  Security  Agency 
Appropriation  Acts  of  1949  and  1950,  $10,400,000,  of  which  $10,000,000 
is  for  payment  of  obligations  incurred  under  authority  heretofore 
granted  under  this  head. 

For  payment  of  obligations  incurred  under  authority  heretofore 
granted  to  enter  into  contracts  for  construction  of  auxiliary  service 
area  structures,  as  authorized  under  this  head  in  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  Appropriation  Act,  1950,  $300,000. 

For  payment  of  obligations  incurred  under  authority  heretofore 
granted  to  enter  into  contracts  for  construction  of  additional  auxiliary 
structures  as  authorized  under  this  head  in  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  Appropriation  Act,  1951,  $350,000. 

For  purchase  and  installation  of  additional  equipment,  supplies, 
and  furnishings  for  structures  heretofore  provided  under  this  head, 
$6,635,540. 

Commissioned  officers,  pay,  and  so  forth:  For  pay,  uniforms  and 
subsistence  allowances,  increased  allowances  for  foreign  service  and 
commutation  of  quarters  for  not  to  exceed  one  thousand  five  hundred 
regular  active  commissioned  officers ;  for  medals,  decorations,  and  re¬ 
tired  pay  of  regular  and  reserve  commissioned  officers;  for  payment 
of  claims  for  private  property  lost,  destroyed,  captured,  abandoned,  or 
damaged  in  the  military  service  of  the  United  States,  as  authorized  by 
law  (31  U.  S.  C.  222c,  h ;  42  U.  S.  C.  213) ;  and  for  six  months’  death 

fratuity  pay  and  burial  payments  for  regular  commissioned  officers; 
1,861,500,  and  the  Surgeon  General  is  authorized  to  advance  to  this 
appropriation  from  appropriations  made  available  to  the  Public 
Health  Service  for  the  current  fiscal  year  such  additional  amounts 
as  may  be  necessary  for  pay  and  allowances  of  the  officers  herein 
authorized. 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  the  divisions  and  offices  of  the  Office 
of  the  Surgeon  General  and  for  miscellaneous  expenses  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  not  appropriated  for  elsewhere,  including  conducting 
research  on  technical  nursing  standards  and  furnishing  consultative 
nursing  services;  preparing  information,  articles,  and  publications 
related  to  public  health;  conducting  studies  and  demonstrations  in 
public  health  methods;  carrying  on  international  health  activities, 
including  not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  entertainment  of  officials  of  other 
countries  when  specifically  authorized  by  the  Surgeon  General;  and 
purchase  of  not  to  exceed  one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replace¬ 
ment  only;  $2,745,868. 

SAINT  ELIZABETHS  HOSPITAL 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  maintenance 
and  operation  of  the  hospital,  including  purchase  of  not  to  exceed 
one  passenger  motor  vehicle  for  replacement  only,  clothing  for 
patients  and  cooperation  with  organizations  or  individuals  in  scien¬ 
tific  research  into  the  nature,  causes,  prevention,  and  treatment  of 
mental  illness,  $2,135,000. 
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Major  repairs  and  preservation  of  buildings  and  grounds:  For 
miscellaneous  construction,  alterations,  repairs,  and  equipment,  on 
the  grounds  of  the  hospital,  including  preparation  of  plans  and  speci¬ 
fications,  advertising,  and  supervision  of  construction,  $136,500,  to 
remain  available  until  expended:  Provided ,  That  any  part  of  this 
amount  may  be  transferred  to  the  General  Services  Administration. 

SOCIAL  SECURITY  ADMINISTRATION 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Federal  Credit  Unions:  For 
expenses  necessary  for  the  supervision  of  Federal  credit  unions, 
$175,000,  together  with  the  aggregate  of  amounts  received  from  cer¬ 
tificate,  supervision,  and  examination  fees  collected  from  Federal 
credit  unions  as  authorized  by  law,  of  which  total  sum  not  more  than 
$626,671  shall  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance : 
For  necessary  expenses,  including  purchase  of  two  passenger  motor 
vehicles;  and  furnishing,  repairing,  and  cleaning  of  wearing  apparel 
and  equipment  used  by  building  guards;  not  more  than  $58,000,000 
may  be  expended  from  the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  insurance 
trust  fund,  of  which  not  more  than  $49,549,400  shall  be  available  for 
personal  services. 

Reimbursement  to  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust 
fund :  For  reimbursement  to  the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  insur¬ 
ance  trust  fund  for  administrative  costs  and  for  benefits  paid  during 
the  period  July  1,  1949  through  August  31,  1950  to  the  survivors  of 
veterans  of  World  War  II  eligible  for  benefits  as  provided  under 
section  210  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  C.  410) , 
$3,734,000.  ,, 

Grants  to  States  for  public  assistance:  For  grants  to  States  for  old- 
age  assistance,  aid  to  dependent  children,  aid  to  the  blind,  and  aid  to 
the  permanently  and  totally  disabled,  as  authorized  in  titles  I.  IV, 
X,  and  XIV  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  C.,  ch.  7, 
subch.  I,  IV,  and  X,  64  Stat.  477),  $1,150,000,000,  of  which  such 
amount  as  may  be  necessary  shall  be  available  for  grants  for  any  period 
in  the  prior  fiscal  year  subsequent  to  March  31  of  that  year. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance:  For  expenses 
necessary  for  the  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance,  $1,600,000,  of  which 
not  more  than  $1,455,400  shall  be  available  for  personal  services. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Children’s  Bureau  :  For  necessary  expenses  in 
carrying  out  the  Act  of  April  9,  1912,  as  amended  (29  U.  S.  C.  18a), 
and  title  V  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  C.,  ch.  7, 
subch.  V),  including  purchase  of  reports  and  material  for  the  publi¬ 
cations  of  the  Children’s  Bureau  and  of  reprints  for  distribution, 
$1,500,000,  of  which  not  more  than  $1,238,900  shall  be  available  for 
personal  services :  Provided ,  That  no  part  of  any  appropriation  con¬ 
tained  in  this  title  shall  be  used  to  promulgate  or  carry  out  any  instruc¬ 
tions,  order,  or  regulation  relating  to  the  care  of  obstetrical  cases  which 
discriminate  between  persons  licensed  under  State  law  to  practice 
obstetrics :  Provided  further ,  That  the  foregoing  proviso  shall  not  be 
so  construed  as  to  prevent  any  patient  from  having  the  services  of  any 
practitioner  of  her  own  choice,  paid  for  out  of  this  fund,  so  long  as 
State  laws  are  complied  with :  Provided  further ,  That  any  State  plan 
which  provides  standards  for  professional  obstetrical  services  in 
accordance  with  the  laws  of  the  State  shall  be  approved. 

Grants  to  States  for  maternal  and  child  welfare:  For  grants  to 
States  for  maternal  and  child-health  services,  services  for  crippled 
children,  and  child- welfare  services  as  authorized  in  title  V,  parts 
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1,  2,  and  3,  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  C.,  ch. 
7,  subch.  V),  $31,500,000:  Provided ,  That  any  allotment  to  a  State 
pursuant  to  section  502  (b)  or  512  (b)  of  such  Act  shall  not  be  included 
in  computing  for  the  purposes  of  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  sections 
504  and  514  of  such  Act  an  amount  expended  or  estimated  to  be 
expended  by  the  State. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Office  of  the  Commissioner:  For  expenses 
necessary  for  the  Office  of  the  Commissioner  for  Social  Security, 
$200,000,  together  with  not  to  exceed  $110,300  to  be  transferred  from 
the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund. 

Grants  to  States,  next  succeeding  fiscal  year:  For  making,  after 
May  31  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  payments  to  States  under  titles 
I,  IV,  V,  X,  and  XIV,  respectively,  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
amended,  for  the  first  quarter  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year,  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary,  the  obligations  incurred  and  the  expendi¬ 
tures  made  thereunder  for  payments  under  each  of  such  titles  to  be 
charged  to  the  appropriation  therefor  for  that  fiscal  year. 

In  the  administration  of  titles  I,  IV,  V,  X,  and  XIV,  respectively, 
of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  payments  to  a  State  under 
any  of  such  titles  for  any  quarter  in  the  period  beginning  April  1 
of  the  prior  year,  and  ending  June  30  of  the  current  year,  may  be 
made  with  respect  to  a  State  plan  approved  under  such  title  prior 
to  or  during  such  period,  but  no  such  payment  shall  be  made  with 
respect  to  any  plan  for  any  quarter  prior  to  the  quarter  in  which 
such  plan  was  submitted  for  approval. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  ADMINISTRATOR 

Salaries,  Office  of  the  Administrator :  Salaries,  Office  of  the  Admin, 
istrator,  $2,050,000,  together  with  not  to  exceed  $403,000  to  be  trans¬ 
ferred  from  the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund: 
Provided ,  That  the  Administrator  may  advance  to  this  appropriation 
from  appropriations  of  constituent  organizations  of  the  Federal 
Security  Agency  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  finance  the  regional 
office  activities  of  such  constituent  organizations. 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Diyision  of  Service  Operations :  For  expenses 
necessary  for  the  Office  of  the  Administrator,  including  salaries  for 
the  Division  of  Service  Operations;  and  purchase  of  one  passenger 
motor  vehicle  for  replacement  only;  $711,500,  together  with  not  to 
exceed  $123,500  to  be  transferred  from  the  Federal  old-age  and  sur¬ 
vivors  insurance  trust  fund,  of  which  total  sum  not  more  than 
$402,045  shall  be  available  for  personal  services :  Provided ,  That  the 
Administrator  may  advance  to  this  appropriation  from  appropria¬ 
tions  of  constituent  organizations  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  cover  the  charges  for  services,  supplies, 
equipment,  and  materials  furnished. 

Salaries,  Office  of  the  General  Counsel :  Salaries,  Office  of  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Counsel,  $396,478,  together  with  not  to  exceed  $22,950  to  be  trans¬ 
ferred  from  the  appropriation  “Salaries  and  expenses,  certification 
and  inspection  services”,  and  not  to  exceed  $389,000  to  be  transferred 
from  the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund. 

Surplus  property  disposal :  For  expenses  necessary" for  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  subsections  203  (j)  and  (k)  of  the  Federal  Property 
and  Administrative. Services  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  relating  to  dis¬ 
posal  of  real  and  personal  excess  property  for  educational  purposes 
and  protection  of  public  health,  $90,000. 
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GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  202.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for  salaries  and 
expenses  shall  be  available  for  examination  of  estimates  of  appropria¬ 
tions  in  the  field,  and  for  payment  in  advance  when  authorized  by  the 
Federal  Security  Administrator  for  dues  or  fees  for  library  member¬ 
ship  in  organizations  whose  publications  are  available  to  members 
only  or  to  members  at  a  price  lower  than  to  the  general  public. 

Sec.  203.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for  salaries  and 
expenses  shall  be  available  for  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of 
the  Act  of  August  2, 1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a) . 

Sec.  204.  Appropriations  under  this  title  available  for  salaries  and 
expenses  shall  be  available  for  travel  expenses  and  for  expenses  of 
attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  function  or  activity  for 
which  any  such  appropriation  is  made. 

Sec.  205.  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  title  to  the  Social 
Security  Administration  for  grants  in  aid  of  State  agencies  to  cover, 
in  whole  or  in  part,  the  cost  of  operation  of  said  agencies  including 
the  salaries  and  expenses  of  officers  and  employes  of  said  agencies, 
shall  be  withheld  from  the  said  agencies  of  any  States  which  have 
established  by  legislative  enactment  and  have  in  operation  a  merit 
system  and  classification  and  compensation  plan  covering  the  selec¬ 
tion,  tenure  in  office,  and  compensation  of  their  employees,  because  of 
any  disapproval  of  their  personnel  or  the  manner  of  their  selection 
by  the  agencies  of  the  said  States,  or  the  rates  of  pay  of  said  officers  or 
employees. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Security  Agency  Appro¬ 
priation  Act,  1952”. 

TITLE  III— NATIONAL  LABOR  RELATIONS  BOARD 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  National 
Labor  Relations  Board  to  carry  out  the  functions  vested  in  it  by  the 
Labor- Management  Relations  Act,  1947  (29  U.  S.  C.  141-167),  and 
other  laws,  including  expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings  concerned 
with  the  work  of  the  Board  when  specifically  authorized  by  the  Chair¬ 
man  or  the  General  Counsel ;  and  services  as  authorized  by  section  15 
of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ;  $8,233,959,  of  which 
not  more  than  $6,622,284  shall  be  available  for  personal  services: 
Provided ,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  to 
organize  or  assist  in  organizing  agricultural  laborers  or  used  in  con¬ 
nection  with  investigations,  hearings,  directives,  or  orders  concerning 
bargaining  units  composed  of  agricultural  laborers  as  referred  to  in 
section  2  (3)  of  the  Act  of  July  5,  1935  (49  Stat.  450) ,  and  as  amended 
bv  the  Labor-Management  Relations  Act,  1947,  and  as  defined  in 
section  3  (f)  of  the  Act  of  June  25, 1938  (52  Stat.  1060). 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “National  Labor  Relations  Board 
Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 

TITLE  IV— NATIONAL  MEDIATION  BOARD 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  National 
Mediation  Board,  including  stenographic  reporting  services  as 
authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C. 
55a),  $394,247,  of  which  not  more  than  $299,307  shall  be  available  for 
personal  services. 

Arbitration  and  emergency  boards:  For  expenses  necessary  for 
arbitration  boards  established  under  section  7  of  the  Railway  Labor 
Act,  as  amended  (45  U.  S.  C.  157),  and  emergency  boards  appointed 
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by  the  President  pursuant  to  section  10  of  said  Act  (45  U.  S.  C.  160), 
including’  stenographic  reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section 
15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  $144,000,  of  which 
not  more  than  $114,000  shall  be  available  for  personal  services. 

NATIONAL,  RAILROAD  ADJUSTMENT  BOARD 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  National 
Railroad  Adjustment  Board,  including  stenographic  reporting  serv¬ 
ices  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 1946  (5  U.  S.  C. 
55a),  $600,000,  of  which  not  more  than  $460,774  shall  be  available 
for  personal  services  and  of  which  not  less  than  $250,000  shall  be 
available  for  compensation  (at  rates  not  in  excess  of  $75  per  diem) 
and  expenses  of  referees  appointed  pursuant  to  section  3  of  the  Rail¬ 
way  Labor  Act,  as  amended. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “National  Mediation  Board  Appro¬ 
priation  Act,  1952”. 

TITLE  V— RAILROAD  RETIREMENT  BOARD 

Payment  to  railroad  retirement  account:  For  an  annual  premium 
to  provide  for  the  payment  of  all  annuities,  pensions,  and  death 
benefits,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Railroad  Retire¬ 
ment  Acts  of  1935  and  1937,  as  amended  (45  U.  S.  C.  228-228s),  and 
for  expenses  necessary  for  the  Railroad  Retirement  Board  in  the 
Administration  of  said  Acts  as  specifically  provided  for  under  this 
title,  for  crediting  to  the  railroad  retirement  account,  an  amount  equal 
to  amounts  covered  into  the  Treasury  (minus  refunds)  during  the 
current  fiscal  year  under  the  Railroad  Retirement  Tax  Act  (28  U.  S.  C. 
1500-1538). 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Railroad  Retirement  Board  (trust  fund)  : 
For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Railroad  Retirement  Board,  including 
not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings  concerned 
with  the  work  of  the  Board  when  specifically  authorized  by  the  Board ; 
and  stenographic  reporting  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the 
Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ;  $5,056,904,  of  which  not  more 
than  $4,010,820  shall  lie  available  for  personal  services,  to  be  derived 
from  the  railroad  retirement  account. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Railroad  Retirement  Board  Appro¬ 
priation  Act,  1952”. 

TITLE  VI— FEDERAL  MEDIATION  AND  CONCILIATION 

SERVICE 

Salaries  and  expenses:  For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Service  to 
carry  out  the  functions  vested  in  it  by  the  Labor-Management  Rela¬ 
tions  Act,  1947  (29  U.  S.  C.  171-180,  182),  including  expenses  of  the 
Labor-Management  Panel  as  provided  in  section  205  of  said  Act; 
temporary  employment  of  arbitrators,  conciliators,  and  mediators  on 
labor  relations  at  rates  not  in  excess  of  $50  per  diem;  expenses  of 
attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  labor  and  industrial  relations; 
and  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 
(5  U.  S.  C.  55a)  ;  $3,047,000,  of  which  not  more  than  $2,566,653  shall 
be  available  for  personal  services. 

Boards  of  inquiry :  To  enable  the  Service  to  pay  necessary  expenses 
of  boards  of  inquiry  appointed  by  the  President  pursuant  to  section 
206  of  the  Labor-Management  Relations  Act,  1947  (29  U.  S.  C.  176- 
180,  182),  including  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  and  rent  in  the  District  of  Columbia, 
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$48,750,  of  which  not  more  than  $23,750  shall  be  available  for  personal 
services. 

This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation 
Service  Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 

TITLE  VII— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  701.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this  Act  shall 
be  used  to  pay  the  salary  or  wages  of  any  person  who  engages  in  a 
strike  against  the  Government  of  the  United  States  or  who  is  a  member 
of  an  organization  of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to 
strike  against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  who  advocates, 
or  is  a  member  of  an  organization  that  advocates,  the  overthrow  of 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  by  force  or  violence:  Provided , 
That  for  the  purposes  hereof  an  affidavit  shall  be  considered  prima 
facie  evidence  that  the  person  making  the  affidavit  has  not  contrary  to 
the  provisions  of  this  section  engaged  in  a  strike  against  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States,  is  not  a  member  of  an  organization  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike  against  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States,  or  that  such  person  does  not  advo¬ 
cate,  and  is  not  a  member  of  an  organization  that  advocates,  the  over¬ 
throw  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  by  force  or  violence: 
Provided  further ,  That  any  person  who  engages  in  a  strike  against  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organiza¬ 
tion  of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike  against 
the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  who  advocates,  or  who  is  a 
member  of  an  organization  that  advocates,  the  overthrow  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  United  States  by  force  or  violence  and  accepts  employ¬ 
ment  the  salary  or  wages  for  which  are  paid  from  any  appropriation 
contained  in  this  Act  shall  be  guilty  of  a  felony  and,  upon  conviction, 
shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $1,000  or  imprisoned  for  not  more  than 
one  year,  or  both :  Provided  further ,  That  the  above  penalty  clause 
shall  be  in  addition  to,  and  not  in  substitution  for,  any  other  provisions 
of  existing  law. 

Sec.  702.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this  Act  shall 
be  used  for  publicity  or  propaganda  purposes  not  heretofore  authorized 
by  the  Congress. 

Sec.  703.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  or  authorization  contained 
in  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  compensation  of  any  incumbent 
appointed  to  any  civil  office  or  position  which  may  become  vacant 
during  the  fiscal  year  beginning  on  July  1,  1951:  Provided ,  That 
this  inhibition  shall  not  apply— 

(a)  to  not  to  exceed  25  per  centum  of  all  vacancies ; 

(b)  to  positions  filled  from  within  and  by  transfer  to  the 

department  or  agency ;  _  .  ,  .  .  A  ,  C11  ,  , 

(c)  to  offices  or  positions  required  by  law  to  be  filled  by 
appointment  of  the  President  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent 
of  the  Senate ; 

(d)  to  Saint  Elizabeths  Hospital  and  Freedmen’s  Hospital; 

(e)  to  the  Public  Health  Service; 

(f)  to  educational  institutions;  and 

(g)  to  personnel  engaged  in  law  enforcement :  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  when  the  total  number  of  personnel  subject  to  this 
section  has  been  reduced  to  90  per  centum  of  the  total  provided 
for  in  the  budget  estimates  for  1952,  this  section  may  cease  to 

SecP70*4.  Amounts  available  from  appropriations  and  other  funds 
in  this  Act,  and  amounts  specified  therein  for  personal  services,  are 
hereby  reduced  in  the  sums  hereinafter  set  forth,  such  sums  (except 


Pub.  Law  134 


-16- 


trust  funds)  to  be  carried  to  the  surplus  fund  and  covered  into  the 
Treasury  immediately  upon  the  approval  of  this  Act,  as  follows: 

Department  op  Labor 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Bureau  of  Labor  Standards,  $31,835; 

BUREAU  OF  LABOR  STATISTICS 

Salaries  and  expenses,  $238,461 ; 

women’s  bureau 
Salaries  and  expenses,  $16,715 ; 

Federal  Security  Agency 

OFFICE  OF  EDUCATION 

Salaries  and  expenses,  $152,293; 

OFFICE  OF  THE  ADMINISTRATOR 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Division  of  Service  Operations : 
Appropriation,  $17,487 ; 

Transfer  from  Old-age  and  Survivors’  Insurance  Trust  Fund, 
$3,673; 

Salaries,  Office  of  the  General  Counsel : 

Appropriation,  $21,350; 

Transfer  from  Old-age  and  Survivors’  Insurance  Trust  Fund, 
$21,197; 

National  Labor  Relations  Board 

Salaries  and  expenses,  $348,541 ; 

National  Mediation  Board 

Salaries  and  expenses,  $15,753 ; 

Arbitration  and  emergency  boards,  $6,000 ; 

NATIONAL  RAILROAD  ADJUSTMENT  BOARD 

Salaries  and  expenses,  $24,251  ; 

Railroad  Retirement  Board 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Railroad  Retirement  Board  (trust  fund), 
$211,096; 

Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service 

Salaries  and  expenses,  $135,087 ; 

Boards  of  inquiry,  $1,250. 

Sec.  705.  Where  the  number  of  passenger  cars  for  replacement  only 
is  reduced  by  the  provisions  in  this  Act  the  total  number  of  passenger 
cars  in  the  division  or  department  concerned  will  be  reduced  by  a  like 
number :  Provided ,  That  in  no  event  shall  the  number  of  passenger¬ 
carrying  vehicles  which  may  be  operated  during  the  current  fiscal  year 
at  the  seat  of  government  under  any  appropriation  or  authorization 
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in  this  Act  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the  number  in  use  as  of  June  30, 
1951. 

Sec.  706.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this  Act, 
except  appropriations  for  the  Public  Health  Service,  shall  be  used  to 
pay  the  compensation  of  any  employee  engaged  in  personnel  work  in 
excess  of  the  number  that  would  be  provided  by  a  ratio  of  one  such 
employee  to  one  hundred  and  five,  or  a  part  thereof,  full-time,  part- 
time,  and  intermittent  employees  of  the  agency  concerned :  Provided , 
That  for  purposes  of  this  section  employees  shall  be  considered  as 
engaged  in  personnel  work  if  they  spend  half  time  or  more  in  per¬ 
sonnel  administration  consisting  of  direction  and  administration  of 
the  personnel  program;  employment,  placement,  and  separation;  job 
evaluation  and  classification;  employee  relations  and  services;  train¬ 
ing  ;  committees  of  expert  examiners  and  boards  of  civil-service  exam¬ 
iners;  wage  administration;  and  processing,  recording,  and  reporting. 

Sec.  707.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Labor-Federal  Security 
Appropriation  Act,  1952”. 

Approved  August  31,  1951. 


U.  S.  GOVERNMENT  PRINTING  OFFICE  :  O — 1951 


3540  E 


